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This study examines the social and political viability of biological corridors on private 
lands. The Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act (NREPA) HB 852, outlines an 
extensive system of biological corridors to reestablish landscape connectivity between 
core wilderness areas and national parks. The act proposes cooperative agreements, 
land sales, and land exchanges with willing private landowners to establish corridors. 
Questionnaire responses from 44 landowners in Lewis & Clark County, Montana were 
used to determine the social and political viability of corridors proposed by NREPA. 
Landowners were queried about their observations and perceptions of wildlife and if 
and how they reacted to wildlife. Additionally, landowners were asked about their 
willingness to cooperate with the specific provisions of NREPA and to adopt 
conservation easements. They were also asked about their willingness to change land 
use practices for the benefit of wildlife, and their preference for cooperating with 
federal, state, or local agencies and groups. Results show that more than half of the 
respondents are unwilling to cooperate with the federal government in establishing a 
corridor. Mid-levels of tolerance toward wildlife were found and more than half of 
those surveyed are willing to modify some ranching, farming, and timber harvest 
practices, are willing to adopt conservation easements, and are willing to work with 
state agencies and local conservation groups in establishing a biological corridor.
Director: LenBroberg
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Introduction
The Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act & Biological Corridors
Wilderness protection in the United States has historically focused on specific 
regions, mountain ranges, and forests. The first designation of large scale wilderness 
occurred on March 1, 1872, when President Ulysses S. Grant signed an act that 
designated over two million acres of northwestern Wyoming’s geothermal areas, 
mountains, and forests as Yellowstone National Park.1 Over the next hundred years 
numerous national parks and wilderness areas would eventually dot a western landscape— 
a legacy of conservation based on political, place by place designations.
Today wilderness advocates seek to broaden traditional approaches to 
conservation by protecting vast additions of land based on ecosystem and watershed 
boundaries rather than politically negotiated areas. This vanguard approach to large scale 
wilderness preservation recognizes the need to expand upon our current national park 
system, to link other wilderness areas to one another, and to preserve native biodiversity.
One such proposal is the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act (NREPA).2 
Conceived by grassroots environmental groups throughout the northwest region and based 
heavily on the work of conservation biologist Dr. Reed F. Noss, NREPA reflects 
fundamental principles of conservation biology and decades of thought. Written by the 
Montana environmental group, Alliance for The Wild Rockies, NREPA was originally 
introduced to the U.S. House of Representatives by Peter Kostmayer (D-PA) in 1991 and 
has been re-introduced by Carolyn Maloney (D-NY) in 1993 and 1995.
The proposal is highly ambitious and grand in scale. Huge sections of national 
forest, wilderness study areas, and rivers would become part of a vast National Wilderness 
Preservation System, linking newly expanded ecosystem reserves with biological corridors
1 Roderick Nash, Wilderness and The American Mind, third edition, (New Haven: Yale University Press., 1967),
108.
2 H.B. 852 The Northern Ecosystem Protection Act of 1995, Sec. 4 (1) pg. 28. Mike Bader. A Northern Rockies 
Proposal for Congress. Wild Earth Special Issue:61-64;1991.
1
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that cross millions of acres of private lands. The new wilderness would encomp ass private 
lands, cover parts of Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Oregon and Washington, and require 
cooperative efforts among state and federal agencies. Close to 20 million acres would 
receive a protective designation.3
Section 4, titled ‘biological Connecting Corridors” states that:
While none of the remaining major wild land ecosystems of the Northern Rockies 
Bioregion appear to be of sufficient size to perpetuate the full complement of self- 
sustaining viable populations of native wildlife, biological diversity, and full range 
of ecological processes on its own, it appears that an effective reserve system can 
be achieved if biological connecting corridors between the ecosystems are 
identified and protected.4
The last phrase, if not an a priori approach to wildland protection, is at best, speculative 
and idealistic. The Act goes on to suggest that approximately 4.56 million acres of land 
are to be designated as biological corridors with huge portions lying on privately held 
lands. Landowners are not mandated to adopt any provisions of NREPA but may enter 
into cooperative agreements with the appropriate federal agency and enter into land trades 
or land sales if  they are willing. Cooperative agreements suggest management of land that 
is compatible with the Act's intention of protecting native biodiversity. Even-aged timber 
management, all timber harvesting, mining, oil and gas exploration, and new road 
development are prohibited on sections designated as wilderness by NREPA and the 
corridor proposal seeks these same management objectives with cooperative landowners. 
This land preservation design would supposedly determine the nature of potential 
cooperative agreements between landowners and federal agencies and determine overall 
management goals.
NREPA challenges traditional approaches to wilderness and biological diversity 
preservation, but has not adequately addressed the role of private landowners in biological 
corridors. The Act suggests that ecosystems like the greater Yellowstone complex may be
3 Ibid., 61.
4 H.B. 852 The Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act of 1995, Sec. 4. (1) pg. 28.
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degraded due to its increasing insularity and that landscape links are imperative to allow 
healthy biological functions. However, the importance of the private landowner appears 
to be almost an afterthought. Consider that a large portion of valley bottomland in the 
West that was traditionally wintering habitat for many species has now become 
permanently settled or is utilized in some manner. How realistic is it to assume that there 
would be enough willing landowners to enter into cooperative agreements, trades, or land 
sales in sufficient numbers in the proposed corridors to make them viable?
What does it mean to draw lines on a map, to paint a swath of gray across the 
rugged Bridger Range, the Big Belt Mountains, across millions of acres of private lands, 
through the national forests and eventually into the Scapegoat and Bob Marshall 
Wildernesses? Does this approach, an arm chair exercise in connecting the dots between 
the national forests, wilderness areas, and national parks, have realistic potential as a way 
to conserve and restore the biodiversity of the northern Rocky Mountains? Perhaps 
paramount to any intelligent discussion over species conservation in the West are private 
landowners’ attitudes, practices, and perceptions of wildlife.
This study is a first attempt to determine the social and political viability of 
biological corridors from the perspective of private landowners. I documented rural 
Montanan attitudes and perceptions of and reactions to wildlife, their land use practices, 
their willingness to change them for the benefit of wildlife, their willingness to adopt 
conservation easements, and their willingness to work with the federal government to 
establish a biological corridor.
Contemporary Intermountain Efforts Involving Biological Corridors
In the Jackson Valley of Teton County, Wyoming, voters recently passed a 
comprehensive land use plan that includes a natural resource overlay map depicting 
wildlife migratory corridors and critical winter range for elk, moose, and mule deer. 
Migration routes and corridors are mapped for ungulates as well as nesting areas for bald 
eagles and nesting and wintering areas for trumpeter swans. The Snake, Gros Ventre,
4
Buffalo Fork, and Hoback River corridors are also part of the natural resource overlay.5 
The natural resource overlay provides planners and developers with a biological blueprint 
that is a substantive regulatory framework to mitigate growth. If  a proposed development 
is located within a natural resource district, an environmental analysis is required that 
considers riparian, wildlife, scenic, and agricultural effects. Ultimately, a project can be 
approved or denied by the county.6 Teton County is one of the first communities in the 
intermountain west to adopt a plan that incorporates the needs of wildlife through 
biological corridors. This was accomplished in part by talking with the large ranch and 
land owners throughout the valley about the comprehensive land-use plan and assessing 
their perceptions regarding biological corridors that crossed their land. Those who were 
immediately affected by the proposed plan were part of the planning process from its 
inception.7
There has been little, if any, research done on the viability of the corridor system as 
proposed by NREPA. This study is an attempt to examine the social and political 
landscape that proposed biological corridors potentially encounter and perhaps provide a 
basis for further scientific inquiry. It is an attempt to help gauge whether a top-down 
approach like NREPA can have long term efficacy by documenting private landowners' 
attitudes towards wildlife, their willingness to change land use practices for the benefit of 
wildlife and their willingness to cooperate with the intent of NREPA.
The Genesis of Biological Corridors
The concept of corridors as providing links between isolated habitats to prevent 
extinction originated from MacArthur and Wilson’s equilibrium theory of island
5 Jackson/Teton County Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 4-Natural Resources-(December 21, 1993), pg. 4-11. The 
natural resource overlay depicts a dynamic environment. Wildlife distribution and use patterns can be expected to 
vary over time and the overlay is regularly updated so that land-use planning decisions reflect biological change in 
the Jackson Valley.
6 Land Development Regulations, Teton County, Wyoming May 9, 1994. Article ID: Natural, Scenic, Agricultural, 
and Tourism Resources Protection, Section 3030. pg. HI-7.
7 Intel view with Sandy Shuptrine, Teton County Commissioner, March 13, 1995.
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biogeography.8 This theory maintains that species populations on islands tend to be at 
equilibrium as a result of immigration to the island and endemic extinction rates. These 
factors are influenced chiefly by distance to the mainland or source of genetic material 
(colonists) and the physical area of the island.9 For example, it is posited that a very small 
island a very long distance from a mainland would have very few different species. By 
1975, Wilson and Willis proposed that the analogy between land-bridge islands and 
species decline could be applied to terrestrial habitat patches that were being surrounded 
by seas of development. To counter the risks of extinction, Wilson and Willis proposed 
that corridors that connected isolated habitats could allow greater numbers of immigrants 
to migrate through links to the habitat island, thus augmenting populations that could have 
conceivably become extinct.10
By the late 1970’s, studies found that certain small mammal species utilized fence 
rows as habitat and for movement,11 and that forest dwelling birds utilized corridors.12,13 
By the 1980’s and early 1990s, evidence of corridor use by larger mammal species had 
been empirically documented and corridor function had been more clearly and scientifically 
articulated.14,15 While there is scientific debate over the effectiveness and risks associated 
with biological corridors, Reed Noss appropriately suggests that the historical landscape
8 R.H. Mac Arthur and E.O. Wilson, The Theory of Island Biogeography, (Princeton, NJ:Princeton University Press.. 
1967).
9 Ibid.
10 E.O. Wilson and E.O. Willis, “Applied Biogeography” 522-534 in M.L. Cody and J.M. Diamond Ecology and 
Evolution of Communities. (Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard University, 1975).
11 J.F. Wegner and G. Merriam, “Movement by Birds and Small Mammals between a Wood and Adjoining 
Farmland Habitats,” Journal of Applied Ecology. 16(1979):349-357.
12 L. Macclintock, R.F. Whitcomb, & B.L. Whitcom, “Island Biogeography and Habitat Islands of Eastern Forests 
II. Evidence for the value of Corridors and Minimization of Isolation in Preservation of Biotic Diversity,” American 
Birds, 31(1977): 6-12.
13 J.F. Tassone, “Utility of Hardwood Leave Strip for Breed Birds in Virginia’s Central Piedmont. M.S. Thesis. 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State College, Blacksburg, VA, 1981.
14 R.F. Noss, “A Regional Landscape Approach to Maintain Diversity,” BioScience, 33(1983): 159-164. R.F. Noss 
and AY. Cooperrider, Saving Nature’s Legacy: Protecting and Restoring Biodiversity, (Washington , DC, Island 
Press., 1994).
15 Paul Bier, “Determining Minimum Habitat Areas and Habitat Corridors for Cougars,” Conservation Biology, 
7(1993):94-105.
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was inter-connected and that corridors are simply an attempt to maintain or restore some 
of the natural landscape connectivity16
NREPA seeks to re-establish connectivity in the Northern Rockies by linking the 
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, Glacier National Park Complex, and the Salmon Selway 
Complex to one another via biological corridors. This study focuses on one part of the 
Greater Glacier/Greater Yellowstone Corridor that is located in Lewis & Clark County 
Montana (Figure A) and attempts to understand the people who work and dwell in this 
landscape and offer insights on the sociopolitical viability of biological corridors.
The Lewis & Clark County Study Area
Figure A The State of Montana & The Lewis & Clark County Study Area
16 R.F. Noss and A.Y. Cooperrider, Saving Nature’s Legacy: Protecting and Restoring Biodiversity, (Washington , 
DC, Island Press., 1994).
Chapter 1 
Methodology: Study Design and Questionnaire
—You’re beginning to sound more and more like an ecofreak.
Bitterroot Valley Rancher
-Y ou’ve just about covered all the bases on ranching.
Flathead Valley Rancher
There is a dearth of information on the social and political aspects of biological 
corridors. In fact, there appears to be no analysis concerning the feasibility of the corridor 
plan proposed in NREPA. After careful perusal of the bill, I decided to focus on a small 
part of the proposed corridor that seeks to connect Yellowstone National Park with 
Glacier National Park (Figure 1.1, Figure 1.2). This locale is a large portion of Lewis & 
Clark County, Montana (Figure 1.3) and is primarily privately owned land.
After visiting the area and conducting extensive map reviews, the study area was 
based on a conservation district map that delineated private land ownership.17 The fifty 
five largest individual land holdings in two regions were selected for investigation. The 
Lewis & Clark County Study Area is located on the west side of the continental divide in 
the Upper Blackfoot River Valley near the town of Lincoln. Additionally, the study area 
encompasses the east side of the continental divide, including the Dearborn River Valley 
along the southern portion of the Rocky Mountain Front Range, the Sieben Flats area, and 
Little Prickly Pear, Canyon Creek, and Wolf Creek drainages (Figure 1.3). Forty four out 
of 55 landowners were contacted and interviewed accounting for an 80% response rate. 
The 44 landowner parcels yield a total area of approximately 1,050 square miles or
17 “Ownership Map Lewis & Clark County Montana”, Prepared by the Lewis & Clark County Conservation District, 
October 1984.
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672,000 acres. Only landowners whose parcels were greater that 100 acres were selected. 
While understanding the attitudes and perceptions of small landowners is vital in terms of 
predicting species mortality, studying the largest land base possible, controlled by the 
fewest individuals, has the greatest potential to determine corridor viability at the 
landscape level.
Quantitative Likert attitudinal scaled questions18 were developed in addition to 
several qualitative questions. Throughout the questionnaire, contingency based evaluation 
was utilized on quantitative questions. This enabled respondents to offer the conditions 
needed if they agreed to a specific question. While traditional contingency based 
evaluation normally encompasses financial compensation as a contingency for agreement, 
this style allowed for more personal and varied conditions to be voiced. If participants 
responded negatively, they were asked why. The questionnaire has the following sections:
1. Respondent Background
2. Landowner observations and reactions to wildlife.
3. Landowner perceptions of wildlife.
4. Land use practices and willingness to change them for the benefit o f wildlife.
5. Conservation Easements
6. Willingness to cooperate with the goals of NREPA.
18 A.N. Oppenheimer, Questionnaire Design and Attitude Measurement, (New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1966), Nigel 
Lemon, Attitudes and Their Measurement. (New York: J. Wiley & Sons., 1973), Herman Remmers, Introduction to 
Opinion and Attitude Measurement. (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, Publishers, 1954), Erwin G. Schuster, 
“Attitudes and Activities of Private Forest Landowners in Western Montana”, USDA Report, Northern Region,
1973.
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figure 1.1 Biological Corridors as Proposed by the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act
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Landowner observations and reactions to wildlife were assayed for twenty three 
mammal species. Wide ranging mammals like grizzly bears, wolves, lynx, fisher, and 
wolverine and additional species were systematically chosen due to their value for 
conservation planning; historic and current likelihood of interfering with landowner and 
ranching operations through livestock depredation; competition for forage; fence 
destruction; and a perceived threat to personal safety. Landowners were asked if  they 
observed a particular animal seasonally, year-round, or as an occasional visitor on their 
land. They were asked if  and how that animal interfered with their land use practices and 
finally, if and how they reacted to that animal.
In addition to discussing landowner observations and reactions to wildlife and 
implications for biological corridor efficacy, any discussion on landscape linkages that 
involve private lands must assess current and potential land use practices that either 
enhance, denigrate, or fragment the land base. I asked each respondent, if  applicable, to 
indicate ranching/farming operation type, timber harvest methods, mining type, housing 
development type and if they were willing to place conservation easement provisions on 
their land. I also asked about any other land use practices they were engaged in. 
Contingency based evaluation was used to elicit accurate and personal positions from each 
landowner on every question. Responses to land use practice questions were attitudinally 
scaled from strongly willing, willing, uncertain, unwilling, to strongly unwilling. Due to 
variation and complexity of responses, these data were qualitatively analyzed by examining 
all notes from every interview, documenting themes common in responses, and where 
applicable using direct quotes to expose important issues. Points throughout this analysis
13
that do not refer to specific data are taken from the qualitative descriptions. In the section 
on conservation easements, hypothetical conservation provisions were taken from The 
Nature Conservancy’s “model” easement and typical easement restrictions found in their 
informational literature.19
The questionnaire was pre-tested on willing participants selected from the Flathead 
Valley and Bitterroot Valley north and south of Missoula, MT respectively. Selection was 
determined by phoning contacts in each valley, obtaining a fist o f ranchers and then calling 
to arrange an interview. Fifteen ranchers were called and nine agreed to be interviewed. 
After the two weeks of pre-testing, slight editions and points of clarification were made to 
the questionnaire.
In early February 1996, letters were sent to the 55 potential participants explaining 
the study and informing them that I would make phone contact to arrange in person 
interviews at their convenience (Appendix B). Throughout the months of January, March, 
and April batches of letters were sent and were followed by telephone contact. Average 
interview length was 2.5 hours. By April, 44 interviews were completed totaling 
approximately 110 hours of data. Interview responses were recorded by note taking.20 All 
participants were informed that their names were strictly confidential and that only their 
answers would be made public. A brief explanation was given at each interview explaining 
the intentions of this study (Appendix C). Photographs were taken of participants with 
their written consent.
19 Conservation Easements, The Nature Conservancy HG PUBS/LEGAL 7/92 pg. 6.
20 Note, I decided against tape recording interviews for fear of making respondents’ uneasy and less candid in their 
views.
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Descriptive statistics were calculated using Microsoft Excel. All qualitative data 
was read twice and trends were identified and grouped. Attempts to associate specific 
demographic variable like age, sex, or size of operation with a particular response were 
accomplished by cross tabulation analysis. Characteristic variables like age, sex, etc., were 
sorted by the five attitudinal scales ranging from strongly willing to strongly unwilling 
(Likert scores). Averages of each characteristic variable were then found for each 
attitudinal scale to determine what variable if any, like age, showed a greater tendency to 
be associated with a specific response.
Chapter 2 
Respondent Profile
—I’m lucky to live in a watercolor world and see things others don’t.
Canyon Creek Rancher
--I’ve been ranching my whole life.
Canyon Creek Rancher
The Lewis & Clark County Study Area is ranch country. In fact, 39 of the 44 
respondents ranch. During interviews, several people indicated that ranching was their 
primary occupation but also had a second job to augment their incomes (Figure 2.1). 
Professional occupations made up 16% and laborers, small business owners, educators, 
and service sector jobs made up the small remaining percentages.
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ow ner
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Figure 2.1 Occupational Distribution of Respondents in the Lewis & Clark County 
Study Area Some respondents indicated that they had more than one occupation accounting fo r  total 
percentages greater than 100%.
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Figure 2.2 Percent of Respondents Who Grew Up in a Rural, Urban, or Suburban 
Setting Some respondents grew  up in both rural, suburban settings or combinations o f  the above.
The landowners in the Lewis & Clark County study area predominantly grew up in 
rural settings. In fact, many of the respondents indicated that their great grandparents had 
homesteaded or settled in the greater Helena region, lured by gold, commerce, and 
prospects of farming as early as 1864. These descendants often have lived in this 
landscape their entire lives and are intimately familiar with its topography, plants, and 
animals. The majority of medium to large acreages, in most cases ranches, were owned 
and operated by in-state locals.21 Generally, a Lewis & Clark County study area 
respondent is a rancher with a rural background.
Not surprisingly, the majority of respondents are above the age of 40 (Figure 2.3) 
and male (Figure 2.4). The data represents three generations, and suggests a variety of 
plausible future trends. Future landowners may, therefore, have a substantially different
21 This statement should be qualified since I did not ask respondents if they were in-state or out-of-state. It was clear 
after the 44 interviews who was from the region and who had moved there, as respondents volunteered this 
information. A simple tally of this qualitative data suggests that the majority of medium and large acreages were 
owned and operated by people from the region.
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profile. There is a strong possibility that in the fixture, ranching may not be the dominant 
land use in this particular region.
Age Distribution of Respondents in Lewis & Clark 
County Study Area
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Figure 2.3 Age Distribution of Respondents in the Lewis & Clark County Study
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Figure 2.4 Sex Distribution in the Lewis & Clark County Study Area
The last characteristic of landowner background asked about in the questionnaire 
was sex. Most of the 44 respondents were male (Figure 2.4). However, eight of those 
questioned were female.
Chapter 3 
Wildlife: Landowners’ Interactions and Perceptions
-E lk  are a real pain in the ass, I shoot them year-round.
Wolf Creek Rancher
—When Bald Eagles are nesting, we move the cattle 
away so we don’t disturb the birds.
Wolf Creek Rancher
Ungulates
Results:
The following table illustrates how frequently respondents’ observed ungulates, the 
occurrence and type of ungulate interference and respondent reactions.
Of all ungulates observed by respondents, elk interfered most frequently and were 
responded to most frequently through hunting and shooting. Mule deer and white-tailed 
deer were observed frequently but interference was low and the remaining ungulates were 
observed but did not interfere.
Table 3.1 Observations, Types of Interference and Reactions to Ungulates Interference 
percentage totals are greater than 100% because landowners typically experience multiple interference 
types. NA signifies “Not Applicable. ”
NA Number o f Yes Number o f No Percent Yes Percent No
Elk O bservation 0 44 0 100% 0%
Seasonally 0 15 29 34% 66%
Year-Round 0 29 15 66% 34%
Occasional Visitor 0 4 40 9% 91%
Elk In terference 0 29 15 66% 34%
Eats Hay/Grain 15 22 7 76% 24%
Get in Haystacks 15 10 19 34% 66%
Fence Damage 15 20 9 69% 31%
Respond to  Elk 15 25 4 86% 14%
Shoot/Hunting 19 14 11 56% 44%
Increase Fencing 19 5 20 '20% 80%
Night Herders 19 1 24 4% 96%
Max. Hunter Access 19 3 22 12% 88%
Chase Off 19 7 18 28% 72%
Tolerate 19 5 20 20% 80%
Adapt/Respect 19 4 21 16% 84%
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NA Number o f Yes Number o f No Percent Yes Percent No
Mule Deer Observation 0 43 1 98% 2%
Seasonal 1 5 38 12% 88%
Year-Round 1 35 8 81% 19%
Occasional Visitor 1 4 39 9% 91%
Mule Deer Interference 1 13 30 30% 70%
Eat tree bark 31 1 12 8% 92%
Eat Hay and Grain 31 12 1 92% 8%
Eat from Haystacks 31 3 10 23% 77%
Fence Damage 31 3 10 23% 77%
Spread Weeds 31 1 12 8% , 92%
Respond to Mule Deer 31 3 10 23% 77%
Shoot/Hunt 40 2 2 50% 50%
Increase Fencing 41 1 2 33% 67%
Night Herders 41 0 3 . 0% 100%
Max. Hunter Access 41 1 2 33% 67%
Tolerate 41 0 3 0% 100%
W.-tailed deer Observation 0 44 0 100% 0%
Seasonal 0 0 44 0% 100%
Year-Round 0 37 7 84% 16%
Occasional Visitor 0 7 37 16% 84%
W.-tailed deer Interference 0 18 26 41% 59%
Eat tree bark 26 18 0 100% 0%
Eat Hay and Grain 26 5 13 28% 72%
Eat from Haystacks 26 2 16 11% 89%
Fence Damage 26 0 18 0% 100%
Spread Weeds 26 5 13 28% 72%
Respond to W.-tailed deer 37 1 6 14% 86%
Shoot/Hunt 38 3 3 50% 50%
Increase Fencing 38 0 6 0% 100%
Night Herders 38 1 5 .17% 83%
Max. Hunter Access 38 1 5 17% 83%
Tolerate 0 14 30 32% 68%
Big Horned Sheep 
Observation
0 14 30 32% 68%
Seasonal 30 0 14 0% 100%
Year-Round 30 6 8 43% 57%
Occasional Visitor 30 9 5 64% 36%
Rare 30 0 14 0% 100%
Sign/Track 30 0 14 0% 100%
Mtn. Goat Observation 0 8 36 18% 82%
Seasonal 36 0 8 0% 100%
Year-Round 36 3 5 38% 63%
Occasional Visitor 36 3 5 38% 63%
Rare 36 2 6 25% 75%
Sign/T rack 36 0 8 0% 100%
Moose Observation 0 33 11 .75% 25%
Seasonal 11 0 33 0% 100%
Year-Round 11 1 32 3% 97%
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NA Number o f Yes Number o f No Percent Yes Percent No
Occasional Visitor 11 29 4 88% 12%
Rare 11 2 31 6% 94%
Sign/T rack 11 1 32 3% 97%
Discussion and Interpretations:
In the Lewis & Clark County Study area, elk populations are plentiful, increasing, 
and create controversy among ranchers, non-ranchers, hunters, and state and federal 
agencies.22 All landowners reported seeing elk on their property and two-thirds had elk 
year-round. Roughly a third of the landowners reported seeing elk seasonally and a small 
fraction had them occasionally. Some of largest ranches have entire herds numbering into 
the thousands.23 From a ranching perspective, this can be a problem
Two-thirds of the respondents reported elk interference. Of these respondents, 
three out of four reported that elk ate their hay and grain, a third had problems with elk 
getting into haystacks, and more than two-thirds indicated that elk knocked down and 
damaged fencing. However, a third of the respondents did not have any interference from 
elk.
A majority of the landowners who reported elk interference attempted some type 
of control. The most prevalent form of control over elk simply was to reduce their 
numbers. More than half of the landowners affected either hunted elk themselves or 
allowed hunting on their land. Some ranchers and landowners indicated that since they do
22 Heidi Youmans, “Statewide Elk Management Plan for Montana,” Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and 
Parks, Wildlife Division, January, 1992, 128. 117. This report corroborates what landowners expressed in the 
questionnaire, namely that elk numbers are moderately but steadily increasing.
23 Ibid., While this may be an over estimate, hunting districts/Elk Management Units (EMU’s) that roughly 
encompass the Lewis & Clark County study area are 843 and 839, The Granite-Butte EMU’s, 423, 422, 455, and 
421, The Devil’s Kitchen EMU’s, and the Bob Marshall EMU’s of 422 and 281. A broad estimate for elk totals in 
this region might be around 5300 and as high as 6500. Note, these are rough approximations based on 1992 data. 
To my knowledge, there is not an updated Montana Elk Management Plan.
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not allow hunting on their property, hunting pressure in the immediate area forces elk onto 
their land seasonally, subsequently causing fence damage and more competition for forage. 
It was no surprise that adjacent landowners whom I visited had a variety of derogatory 
and resentfiil comments about each other regarding hunting and elk movement and habits. 
At times I felt like I had touched on a very sore subject that elicited statements like, “I 
should get paid to feed these damn elk” or “Now my neighbor doesn’t graze anything on 
their [sic] property, the grass is two feet tall and guess where all the elk come? My 
property!”
After hunting elk, the second most common reaction to interference was to chase 
them off. Roughly a third of those experiencing elk ‘̂ problems” reacted this way. One- 
fifth of the respondents resorted to increasing fencing, especially around haystacks.24 
Others put in more gates that could be opened during fall and spring migrations to avoid 
fence damage. Many ranchers simply replace fencing or leave some down. One fifth of 
respondents indicated that they simply tolerate or put up with the elk. One rancher said 
that he was forced to stop raising grain due to elk consumption. Other ranchers said that 
they have a specific elk management plan, and plant grains for elk to keep them out of 
their prime areas. Additionally, some ranchers adapt to the elk, moving their haystacks 
closer to their bams, which has discouraged elk grazing. There are clearly ranchers who 
enjoy seeing elk on their property and have elk calving grounds and large expanses of 
winter range—these folks work around the elks’ needs, recognizing them as integral parts
24 Personal Communication, Bob Henderson, Montana Dept. Fish, Wildlife, and Parks, Region 2 Biologist, 7/18/96. 
Note. Mr. Henderson explained that Montana FW&P’s uses hunting license revenues to provide materials and in 
rare cases labor for costs of temporary 8 foot wooden panels, woven wire, fence posts (for stack yards), and electric 
fencing to protect haystacks from elk predominantly for landowners that allow some public hunting. The rationale 
being that if the hunting public is subsidizing rancher’s haystack fencing materials costs then the public should have 
some reasonable hunting access.
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of their ranches and the greater ecosystem. Still other ranchers describe their position as 
“A love-hate relationship. . . we winter and feed thousands of elk yearly, and do not allow 
hunting on portions of our ranch, but they also cost us a lot of time and money.”
Mule deer are seen by almost all o f the landowners on a year-round basis yet only 
a third indicate that they interfere with their land use practices. Like elk, the mule deer eat 
hay and grain, get in haystacks, cause fence damage, and a small number of people had 
problems with fruit and decorative trees being browsed. Of those who reported 
interference, only a few attempt to control mule deer by shooting, hunting and increasing 
fencing (Table 3.1).
Similar to mule deer, white-tailed deer were frequently observed in Lewis & Clark 
County; all o f those surveyed reported seeing white-tails on their land as year-round 
residents almost all o f the time. Slightly less than half of the respondents had interference 
and all indicated deer feed in their hay and grain fields. Roughly a third had white-tailed 
deer eat from their haystacks. However, less than a third of the property owners 
responded to the white-tailed deer and half of those reactions were to increase fencing 
with only a few landowners responding by hunting. A small number of landowners 
maximized hunter access and another small fraction simply tolerated the deer (Table 3.1).
Big homed sheep, mountain goats, and moose were all observed by landowners.
No interference was documented. Only a few indicated big homed sheep on their 
property and out of these observations, the majority were occasional visitors. Less than 
one-fifth of the respondents reported mountain goats. Of those seeing the nimble 
ungulates: a third saw them year-round, roughly a third saw them occasionally, and 
slightly less than a third rarely saw this species. Three-fourths of the respondents observe
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moose. And of those that do, a majority see them as occasional visitors. Very few 
respondents have moose as year-ronnd residents.
As ungulates such as elk, mule deer, or white-tailed deer interfere with 
respondent’s land use practices, evidence from this study suggest that the predominant 
reaction is one o f control and management. This type o f response is manifest most 
commonly in simply killing that which is a threat. While it is encouraging that a small 
number of ranchers do not respond to an ungulate presence, the majority of respondents 
do not tolerate the species unless they are systematically managed. Perhaps integrating the 
elk’s natural predators back into the system would allow less human interference and 
larger elk populations. Consider that extirpation of predators, general public demand for 
elk, and the desire among hunters to obtain “trophy” bulls historically and currently 
contributes to elk population dynamics. It is paradoxical that some ranchers I spoke with 
prided themselves for allowing limited public access but were continually irked by the 
amount of traffic and off roading abuses that occur; the time they spend on hunting access 
issues; the problems o f trespass; fire danger and the spread of noxious weeds. It appears 
that in the case of elk, public hunting pressure and hunting behavior coupled with state 
management convolutes elk/landowner issues. Moreover, intensive management of such 
species may not be conducive to expansion o f a moral imagination--a state of mind that 
recognizes all species and their place in the land. This low tolerance threshold may inhibit 
the success o f any large landscape initiative like the creation of a biological corridor on 
private lands in this particular part of the Northern Rockies.
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Predators
Results:
Table 3.2 illustrates respondent observation frequencies, species interference, 
interference type, and reactions to predators. Wolves and grizzly bear were frequently 
sighted in The Lewis & Clark County Study Area but caused little interference. Coyotes 
and mountain Hons were commonly observed by landowners and topped the predator list 
of interference. Several other forest predators were observed but did not interfere.
Table 3.2 Observations, Types of Interference, and Reactions to Predators NA signifies
“Not Applicable.
NA Number o f Yes Number of No Percent Yes Percent No
Wolf Observation 0 28 16 64% 36%
Seasonally 16 0 28 0% 100%
Year-Round 16 7 21 25% 75%
Occasional Visitor 16 16 12 57% 43%
Rare Occurrence 16 1 27 4% 96%
Sign/Track 16 5 23 18% 82%
Wolf Interference 16 4 24 14% 86%
Eat Cattle 40 1 3 25% 75%
Eat Calves 40 3 1 75% 25%
Spook Cattle 40 0 4 0% 100%
Eat Domesticated Pets 40 0 4 0% 100%
Eat Sheep/Lambs 40 0 4 0% 100%
Respond to Wolves 39 3 2 60% 40%
'The Three S's" 41 2 1 67% 33%
Call, MT FW&P's 41 1 2 33% 67%
Call USFWS/ADC 41 0 3 0% 100%
Tolerate Wolves 41 0 3 0% 100%
Adapt/Respect 41 0 3 0% 100%
Grizzly Bear Observation 0 26 18 59% 41%
Seasonally 17 2 25 7% 93%
Year-Round 18 4 22 15% 85%
Occasional Visitor 18 13 13 50% 50%
Rare Occurrence 18 5 21 19% 81%
Sign/Track 18 4 22 15% 85%
Grizzly Bear Interference 18 6 20 23% 77%
Eat Cattle 38 3 3 50% 50%
Eat Calves 38 3 3 50% 50%
Spook Cattle 38 2 4 33% 67%
Eat Sheep/Lambs 38 1 5 17% 83%
Eat Domesticated Pets 38 1 5 17% 83%
Fear for Personal Safety 38 0 6 0% 100%
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NA Number o f Yes Number o f No Percent Yes Percent No
Respond to Grizzly Bear 38 4 2 67% 33%
'The Three S's" 40 1 3 25% 75%
Call MT FW&P's 40 1 3 25% 75%
Call USFWS/ADC 40 2 2 50% 50%
Tolerate Grizzly Bear 40 0 4 0% 100%
Adapt/Respect 40 0 4 0% 100%
Black Bear 0 44 0 100% 0%
Seasonally 0 4 40 9% 91%
Year-Round 0 25 19 57% 43%
Occasional Visitor 0 15 29 34% 66%
Rare Occurrence 0 0 44 0% 100%
Sign/Track 0 0 44 0% 100%
Black Bear Interference 1 9 34 21% 79%
Eat Cattle 35 5 4 56% 44%
Eat Calves 35 2 7 22% 78%
Spook Cattle 35 1 8 11% 89%
Eat Sheep/Lambs 35 1 8 11% 89%
Eat Domesticated Pets 35 0 9 0% 100%
Fear for Personal Safety 35 0 9 0% 100%
Tears Barn Apart 35 1 8 11% 89%
Respond to Black Bear 35 4 5 44% 56%
'The Three S's" 40 0 4 0% 100%
Call MT FW&P's 40 1 3 25% 75%
Call USFWS/ADC 40 1 3 25% 75%
Tolerate 40 0 4 0% 100%
Adapt/Respect 40 0 4 0% 100%
Hunt Black Bear 40 2 2 50% 50%
Coyote Observation 0 44 0 100% 0%
Seasonally 0 0 44 0% 100%
Year-Round 0 44 0 100% 0%
Occasional Visitor 0 0 44 0% 100%
Rare Occurrence 0 0 44 0% 100%
Sign/T rack 0 0 44 0% 100%
Coyote Interference 0 22 22 50% 50%
Eat Cattle 22 0 21 0% 95%
Eat Calves 22 15 6 68% 27%
Spook Cattle 22 3 18 14% 82%
Eat Sheep/Lambs 22 6 15 27% 68%
Eat Domesticated Pets 22 1 20 5% 91%
Respond to Coyote 22 21 1 95% 5%
'The Three S's" 23 0 21 0% 100%
Csll MT FW&P's 23 0 21 0% 100%
Call USFWS/ADC 23 10 11 48% 52%
Tolerate 23 0 21 0% 100%
Adapt/Respect 23 0 21 0% 100%
Hunt/Shoot 23 20 1 95% 5%
Guard Dogs 23 2 19 10% 90%
Donkeys 23 1 20 5% 95%
26
NA Number o f Yes Number o f No Percent Yes Percent No
Llamas 23 1 20 5% 95%
Mtn. Lion Observation 0 40 4 91% 9%
Seasonally 4 0 40 0% 100%
Year-Round 4 31 9 78% 23%
Occasional Visitor 4 7 33 18% 83%
Rare Occurrence 4 1 39 3% 98%
Sign/T rack 4 2 38 5% 95%
Mtn. Lion Interference 4 14 26 35% 65%
Eat Cattle 30 5 9 36% 64%
Eat Calves 30 2 12 14% 86%
Spook Cattle 30 3 11 21% 79%
Eat Sheep/Lambs 30 2 12 14% 86%
Eat Domesticated Pets 30 2 12 14% 86%
Fear For Personal Safety 30 2 12 14% 86%
Respond to Mtn. Lion 30 7 7 50% 50%
'The Three S's" 37 0 7 0% 100%
Call MT FW&P's 37 0 7 0% 100%
Call USFWS/ADC 37 2 5 29% 71%
Tolerate 37 0 7 0% 100%
Adapt/Respect 37 0 7 0% 100%
Hunt Mountain Lion 37 7 0 100% 0%
Guard Dogs 37 1 6 14% 86%
Donkeys 37 1 6 14% 86%
Llamas 37 1 6 14% 86%
Lynx Observation 0 15 29 34% 66%
Seasonally 29 0 15 0% 100%
Year-Round 29 3 12 20% 80%
Occasional Visitor 29 9 6 60% 40%
Rare Occurrence 29 2 13 13% 87%
Sign/Track 29 1 14 7% 93%
Wolverine Observation 0 14 30 32% 68%
Seasonally 30 0 14 0% 100%
Year-Round 30 1 13 7% 93%
Occasionally 30 9 5 64% 36%
Rare Occurrence 30 2 12 14% 86%
Sign/track 30 2 12 14% 86%
Fisher Observation 0 5 39 11% 89%
Seasonally 38 0 5 0% 83%
Year-Round 39 1 3 20% 60%
Occasional Visitor 39 3 1 60% 20%
Rare Occurrence 39 0 4 0% 80%
Sign/T rack 39 0 4 0% 80%
Pine Marten 0 5 39 11% 89%
Seasonally 38 0 6 0% 100%
Year-Round 38 3 3 50% 50%
Occasionally 38 3 3 50% 50%
Rare Occurrence 38 0 6 0% 100%
Sign/Track 38 0 6 0% 100%
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NA Number o f Yes Number o f No Percent Yes Percent No
Bobcat 0 35 9 80% 20%
Seasonally 9 1 34 3% 97%
Year-Round 9 23 12 66% 34%
Occasionally 9 11 24 31% 69%
Rare Occurrence 9 0 35 0% 100%
Sign/Track 9 0 35 0% 100%
Discussion and Interpretations:
Perhaps one of the most loathed yet celebrated Canids in the West, wolves evoked 
a variety of responses. When the question was posed to landowners, “So, do you have 
wolves on your land?” on several occasions an uneasy silence would hang in the air, our 
eyes would meet, and many times ranchers would begin by asking, “This thing is 
confidential, right?” “Right,” I would say, “I will not use your name in any way. only 
what you tell me.” One rancher completely caught me off guard when after an unbearable 
silence he said in deep, slow, deliberate pauses, “I sure hope you’re not one of them 
animal lovers.” And another said to me right before his wife was bringing dinner to the 
table, “You’re not one of those vegetarians are you?” He then looked under the table, 
saw my leather shoes and breathing a sigh of relief said, “Oh, good, I see you’re wearing 
leather.” And still another rancher asked me after being barely ushered in to his kitchen, “I 
hope you’re not one of them turd counters?” “Turd counters?” I asked. “You know, 
them biologists--all they do is go around and count turds.”
While not a turd counter, I was trying literally to count the number of landowners 
who observed different species of animals on their land and in this case, wolves and other 
predators. And to my surprise, 64% or 28 out of the 44 landowners reported seeing
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wolves.25,26 Considering that wolves have been dispersing from Canada into Montana for 
several years, it is not uncommon for small packs and individuals to be observed in this 
part of Western Montana.27 Out of the 64% who reported seeing wolves, 57% said that 
they were occasional visitors. It should be stressed that many respondents made it clear 
that these were unconfirmed sittings. Another 25% reported wolves living on their land 
year-round and 18% discovered sign/tracks of wolves.
While anecdotal in origin, other observations suggest a wolf presence in this 
region. For example one rancher said that, “Since the 1950’s I’ve seen a large pair of 
white wolves with pups over the years and also some black wolves—they travel in a ditch 
out of sight from our road and ranch.” Another rancher reported the presence of four 
year-round wolves.
Out of those who reported wolf observations, only four respondents experienced 
interference. A large majority, 86%, of the landowners in this study area are not being
25 The 64% rate of wolf observation by the Lewis & Clark County Study Area respondents is most likely smaller due 
to mistaken and or multiple observations. Several respondents who reported wolves as occasional visitors or even 
year-round residents, explained that often times their observation was unconfirmed. Additionally, several indicated 
that they found unconfirmed tracks. It should be noted that many people confuse wolves with coyotes, dogs, wild 
dogs, wolfrcoyote crosses, coyote/dog crosses, and wolf/dog crosses. M. R. Frsina and K. Alt, “Identification of 
Montana’s Fur bearing Mammals,” Reprinted from Montana Outdoors, Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and 
Parks, May/June 1992. However, many respondents said that the animals that they were seeing were large and 
black. A particular rancher told me that on Feb. 4th, 1996 he watched “Six wolves devour a spike elk” in the 
Canyon Creek area. Many other ranchers also told me that they have occasional wolves on their land. From 
extensive interviews with landowners whose land covers approximately 1000 square mile's, I believe that there are 
wolves in the Lewis & Clark County study area and state biologists have documented a small pack living in the 
Augusta area which is the northern end of my study area and 52 miles due West of Great Falls and approximately 
20 miles east of the Bob Marshall/Lewis & Clark County complex. I discovered that in particular drainages the 
landowners living there were quite possibly observing the same wolves. Landowners who hear about a neighbor 
seeing a wolf may assume that the wolves use their land as well.
26 The Montana Natural Heritage Program (MNHP)that inventories biodiversity in Montana particularly focuses on 
rare, endemic, disjunct, threatened, or endangered species lists the Gray wolf, Canis lupus , as an “SI” species, i.e., 
“critically imperiled because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences ) or some factor making it especially 
vulnerable to extinction.” Additionally, MNHP returned my written request for “Species of Special Concern:
Lewis & Clark County; south of Augusta, north of Helena” and I discovered 23 separate to wnship-range-section 
element occurrences for Canis lupus in the northern edge of the Lewis & Clark Country study area.
27Ed Bangs, “Return of a Predator: Wolf Recovery in Montana,” US Fish and Wildlife Service Report, Helena 
Montana, reprinted from Western Wildlands. Spring 1991 , 7-10.
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disturbed by the presence of wolves or what people think are wolves, i.e., a type of Canid 
species. Of the four respondents who report wolf interference, one indicated cattle loss 
and the remaining three reported calf losses. Even with the low number of ranchers 
reporting interference, only three ranchers reacted to the wolves. Two ranchers said that 
they will kill any wolf they see.28 One of these ranchers told me that “Any wolf using my 
land as some sort of corridor is a dead wolf.” The other respondent indicated that a call 
would be placed to the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks in the event of wolf 
problems. In post-interview discussions, many ranchers explained their position on the 
Federal Wolf Reintroduction Program in Yellowstone National Park and Central Idaho to 
me.29 The most common response was illustrated in this rancher’s explanation, “If we 
could take care of the occasional ‘problem wolf/ I ’d support this reintroduction, but I feel 
like my hands are tied by the Endangered Species Act.” Others were strictly opposed to 
the program and didn’t want public tax dollars supporting an effort that they see as a 
direct threat to their livelihood. And some landowners were bluntly succinct as they 
explained that, “To develop viable populations of wolves and grizzlies is asinine.”
An even higher percentage of respondents reported seeing grizzly bears compared 
to wolves. Twenty six of the 44 questioned said that they saw grizzly bears 50% of the 
time as occasional visitors, 15% as year-round residents, and seven percent said they saw 
the great bears seasonally.30 An additional 19% reported grizzlies rarely and 15% saw
28 Knowing that the questionnaire was confidential, these two respondents basically said that they would employ 
what is known in ranching circles as the 3 S’s, “Shoot”, “Shovel,” and “Shut up”. While merely speculation, I 
wonder how many other ranchers would do this and not directly indicate so during an interview.
29 The final questions in the questionnaire are “Are there any issues that we haven’t discussed that you would like to 
address?” And, “Do you have any questions for me?” This led to several discussions over wolf and grizzly bear 
reintroduction, the proposed gold mine on the headwaters of the Blackfoot River and questions about my background
specifically where I was from originally and what type of job I wanted to get.
30 MNHP lists the grizzly bear in Montana as a SI and S2 species, critically imperiled and imperiled because of 
rarity (6 to 20 element occurrences). Since 26 respondents reported grizzly which is slightly higher than MNHP
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tracks or sign.31 Most of the respondents who observed grizzlies lived north-south along 
the Continental Divide in the eastern portion of my geographical study area. These locales 
were: the Rocky Mountain Front Range area; east of Roger’s Pass; near the town of 
Lincoln/Upper Blackfoot Valley; and along the eastern spine of the continental divide in 
the upper reaches of the South Fork of the Dearborn River, Wolf Creek, Lyons Creek and 
Canyon Creek drainages. These current observations in the Lewis & Clark County Study 
area suggest a grizzly bear presence and correspond geographically with historical 
observations listed in the table below by biologist Charles Jonkel.
Table 3.3 Grizzly Bear Observation, Tracks, and Kills in Helena and Lewis & Clark 
National Forests Data from maps by Charles Jonkel, found at Bozeman Office o f  FW &P’s  courtesy o f  
Helga Ishle Pac, Wildlife Biologist, A pril 22, 1996. Observations o f  grizzly bear presence included scat 
and den sites.
Year(s) Type of Occurrence* Number of Occurrences Region
1978-1979 Tracks 4 Canyon Creek/Wolf Creek
Observation 8
Kills 0
1977 Tracks 17 Canyon Creek/Wolf Creek
Observations 0
Kills 0
1976 Tracks 1 Canyon Creek/Wolf Creek
Observations 2
Kills 2
1975 No Data No Data No Data
1974 Tracks 1 Wolf Creek
Observations 6
Kills 0
1973-1970 Tracks 0 No Data
Observations 2
Kills 2
1969-1965 Tracks 0 Canyon Creek
Observations 1
Kills 0
Pre-1964 Tracks 0 West of Town of Lincoln
Observations 0
Kills 2
occurrences for the study area, it is an encouraging finding. However, there exists the possibility of misidentification 
with black bear which often can be brown or blond, so like wolves, actual observations may be lower than my 
figures.
31 Percentages as in previous sections are greater than the totals/variable in specific cases, like the percentage of 
landowner’s who see grizzlies, due to the fact that many respondent’s indicate that they see grizzlies occasionally 
and that they see sign/track.
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Only six landowners reported any grizzly bear interference. Cattle, calves, and
lamb losses were the most common and an additional two ranchers indicated that the
grizzlies spook their cattle. Only four out of six ranchers responded to grizzly
interference. One rancher said that the “Three S’s” i.e., “Shoot”, “Shovel”, and “Shut up”
would be employed if grizzlies were discovered. The other three indicated that they call
the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks or the US Fish and Wildlife Service
when troubled by Ursus arctos horribilus. One Wolf Creek rancher told the following
story about his experiences with grizzly bear:
I had one on my property for about ten years--1 never bothered him, he 
never bothered me or my cattle. He did scare the hell out of some friends 
of mine who were fishing the creek down in the willows one spring though 
(laughs). Then one year he was gone and I haven’t seen him since.”
Other ranchers echo their frustration with the Endangered Species Act and wolf and
grizzly bear reintroduction when they explain that, “I want grizzly bears and wolves to
exist in this region, but we (ranchers) need to be able to deal with them if problems arise.”
Another rancher told me that, “Grizzly bears would respect humans if there was a hunting
season on them—let’s make them a game animal and let the ranchers deal with them ”
However tempting it may be to vest private landowners with the authority to deal with
predators, conservation of endangered species like grizzlies and wolves merit careful
consideration. Clearly, there are other alternatives than killing any wolf or grizzly that
happens to predate on livestock. Better compensatory programs should be instituted like
the Italian and Spanish governments’ wolf reintroduction programs that rely solely on the
rancher’s word on numbers of livestock losses.32 Current programs like the Defenders of
32 Personal Communication with Mike Jimenez, Wolf Biologist, April 30, 1996.
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Wildlife force the rancher to rely on technical experts—resource specialists who collect 
evidence and decide whether a livestock producer should be compensated. For livestock 
“definitely lost to wolves”, 100% of the market price is recouped and for livestock 
‘̂ possibly lost to wolves” 50% of the market price is compensated.33 While this is a start, 
determining the exact species of predation can be difficult when there is no evidence to 
collect. As a landowner indicated to me, “This Defenders compensation deal is a slap in 
the face for the rancher—how can someone realistically prove what eats my calves? If I 
know that there are wolves around and my counts don’t work out, I should simply be 
trusted on my word and be compensated.” By making compensation efficient and placing 
trust in ranchers, wolf reintroduction and other federally imposed reintroduction plans may 
be easier for the livestock producer to reconcile. While abuse of such a compensatory 
system may occur, it seems fair that as a society that is in the process of restoring predator 
populations to the West, that we, the urban, suburban, and rural taxpayers of America 
should be willing to compensate those on who financial risk falls.
Black bears are seen by all landowners and only one-fifth are experiencing 
interference. Of those nine ranchers who have problems with black bears, only four 
respond. To respond to the bears, two ranchers hunt them and the remaining two 
ranchers call Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks or the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service.34 Coyotes were not only widely observed by landowners year-round, they also 
were reported as interfering more than any other predator species. Half of all respondents 
reported interference and of those, calf and sheep loss, spooked cattle, and pet losses were
33 Ed Bangs, “Return of a Predator: Wolf Recovery in Montana,” US Fish and Wildlife Service Report, Helena 
Montana, reprinted from Western Wildlands. Spring 1991 , 7-10.
34 When responding to calls from rancher’s for black bear and grizzly bear the animals are often removed and 
translocated or in some cases if deemed “problem bears” killed.
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among the complaints (Table 3.2). Almost all respondents responded to coyote 
interference. The most prevalent method, at 95%, was to shoot or hunt coyotes. And 
roughly one quarter of all the respondents actively used Federal Animal Damage Control 
(ADC) hunters and trappers. ADC coyote kill methods included shooting the animals 
from airplane and trapping. There were a few ranchers who employed more progressive, 
non-lethal means such as using guard dogs and having donkeys and llamas “watch over” 
sheep herds. According to some ranchers in this study, donkeys and llamas will imprint on 
sheep if raised with them and become fiercely protective of “their flock” by charging and 
kicking potential predators. While half of all respondents experience coyote interference, 
half do not, and it is worthwhile to illustrate some rancher’s views on coyotes. Many said 
that they “See coyotes in the fields after the calves have dropped eating the protein rich 
calf droppings—and have never seen them even eat a calf” Other ranchers said that they 
like the coyotes because they keep down the gopher and vole populations. And some said 
that, “I just cut the coyotes some slack, I sort of like them ”
Mountain lions were another common predator species observed in the Lewis & 
Clark County study area. Almost all respondents reported seeing them 35 Most 
observations were year-round. Only 14 of the 44 ranchers indicated that lions interfered 
with their land use practices. Roughly a third reported cattle loss and a one-fifth indicated 
that Hons spooked their cattle. Only a small number indicated calf and sheep loss or were 
concerned for their children and grandchildren’s safety (Table 4.2). Only seven 
respondents reacted to mountain lion and all seven hunted them In addition to hunting
35 MNHP, “Vertebrate Species which Historically Occurred, Currently, or Potentially Occur in Lewis & Clark 
County,” Felis concolor are listed at the state level as an S4 or “Apparently secure, though it may be quite rare in 
parts of its range, especially at the periphery.”
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lion, two respondents called USFWS and the remaining ranchers used guard dogs, 
donkeys, and llamas. Still, other ranchers expressed displeasure that mountain lions 
numbers were increasing and indicated that they “interfere” with the mule deer. They 
explain that they are “hard on the mule deer populations”.
It should be noted that except for those 50% of the respondents that reported 
coyote interference and 35% who reported Hon interference, wolves, grizzly bears, and 
black bears, interfered far less as reported by respondents than elk, mule deer, white-tailed 
deer and gophers. The following graph compares the percentage of interference by 
species as reported by landowner.36
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Figure 3.4 Percentage of Respondents Who Report Interference by Species The
graph only compares those species that respondents reported as causing interference.
The remaining forest carnivores; lynx, wolverines, fishers, American martens, and 
bobcats were all observed by landowners in the Lewis & Clark County study area. None 
of these reclusive creatures interfered with landowners and all tended to be observed
36 Of course, there are greater populations of elk, mule deer, white tailed deer, and Columbian ground squirrel than 
wolves, grizzly bears, and mountain lion in this region which help explain the low numbers of landowners reporting 
interference. Despite the absence of healthy predator prey ratios, there may be a relation between low interference 
between predators and livestock due to overly abundant prey populations like deer, elk, and gophers yet concurrently 
and paradoxically, these species create substantial interference for ranchers.
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occasionally. Lynx and wolverines were reported by a third of the respondents. Only five 
respondents reported seeing fishers37 and American martens.38 A large number of 
respondents reported bobcats (Table 3.2).
Like the management of ungulates, predators that interfere are most commonly 
killed or removed when the threshold of tolerance is exceeded. It appears that Lewis & 
Clark County residents are willing to accept some population levels of predators as long as 
they do not disrupt their operations. The perception of the natural world where human 
needs are always given primacy will not be conducive to creating biological corridors if 
large predatory species are involved. Moreover, this work suggests that NREPA 
supporters may want to work with ranchers to develop some level of tolerance and 
acceptance of predators through collaborative decision making.
37Upon request from the MNHP for “species of special concern” and “vertebrate species which historically occurred 
or currently or potentially occur” in the Lewis & Clark County study area, fisher was not listed. However, it is seen
by small number of ranchers. It is possible that it could be confused with other member of the weasel family.
38 Ibid., Martes americana (American or Pine marten) is listed as an S4 species, “apparently secure, though it may 
be quite rare in parts of its range, especially at the periphery.”
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Small Mammals & Ground Nesting Birds 
Results:
Columbian ground squirrels, known as gophers by most ranchers, were ubiquitous 
in this region and were the most frequently reported rodent to cause interference. Prairie 
dogs were observed as well as other rare bird species like sharp-tailed grouse and the 
greater and lesser prairie chicken.
Table 3.5 Observations, Types of Interference, and Reactions to Small Mammals &
Ground Nesting Birds
NA Number of Yes Number of No Percent Yes Percent No
Prairie Dog Observation 0 11 33 25% 75%
Seasonally 33 1 10 9% 91%
Year-Round 33 8 3 73% 27%
Occasional Visitor 33 1 10 9% 91%
P. Dog Interference 33 7 4 64% 36%
Compete for Forage 37 2 4 29% 57%
Hazards for Livestock 37 6 0 '86% 0%
Hazards for Swather 37 0 6 0% 86%
Land loss 37 0 6 0% 86%
Respond to Prairie Dogs 37 7 0 100% 0%
Recreational Shooting 37 6 1 86% 14%
Poison 37 2 5 29% 71%
Trap 37 3 4 43% 57%
Tulerate 37 0 7 0% 100%
Sulfur Bomb 37 0 7 0% 100%
Hired Shooter 37 0 7 0% 100%
C. Ground Squirrel 
Observation
0 43 1 98% 2%
Seasonally 1 2 41 5% 95%
Year-Round 1 41 2 95% 5%
Occasional Visitor 1 0 43 0% 100%
C. Ground Squirrel 
Interference
1 33 10 77% 23%
Compete for Forage 11 8 25 24% 76%
Hazards for Livestock 11 32 1 97% 3%
Hazards for Swather 11 0 33 0% 100%
Land loss 11 3 30 9% 91%
Respond to Ground 
Squirrel
11 27 6 82% 18%
Recreational Shooting 17 22 5 81% 19%
Poison 17 8 19 30% 70%
Trap 17 5 22 19% 81%
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NA Number of Yes Number of No Percent Yes Percent No
Tolerate 17 0 27 0% 100%
Sulfur Bomb 17 1 26 4% 96%
Hired Shooters 17 2 25 7% 93%
Woodchuck Observation 0 32 12 73% 27%
Seasonally 12 2 30 6% 94%
Year-Round 12 26 6 81% 19%
Occasional Visitor 12 4 28 13% 88%
Woodchuck Interference 12 4 28 13% 88%
Compete for Forage 40 1 2 25% 50%
Hazards for Livestock 40 3 0 75% 0%
Hazards for Swather 40 0 3 0% 75%
Land loss 40 0 3 0% 75%
Respond to Woodchuck 40 4 0 100% 0%
Recreational Shooting 40 4 0 100% 0%
Poison 40 0 4 0% 100%
Trap 40 1 3 25% 75%
Tolerate 40 0 4 0% 100%
Sulfur Bomb 40 0 4 0% 100%
Hired Shooters 40 0 4 0% 100%
C. Snarp-tailed Grouse 
Observation
0 26 18 59% 41%
Seasonally 18 0 26 0% 100%
Year-Round 18 12 14 46% 54%
Occasional Visitor 18 14 12 54% 46%
Rare Occurrence 18 0 26 0% 100%
Sign 18 0 26 0% 100%
Ring-necked Pheasant 
Observation
0 10 34 23% 77%
Seasonally 34 0 10 ‘ 0% 100%
Year-Round 34 4 6 40% 60%
Occasional Visitor 34 3 7 30% 70%
Rare Occurrence 34 3 7 30% 70%
Sign 34 0 10 0% 100%
Greater P.Chicken 
Observation
0 7 37 16% 84%
Seasonally 37 0 6 0% 86%
Year-Round 37 4 2 57% 29%
Occasional Visitor 37 2 4 29% 57%
Rare Occurrence 37 0 6 0% 86%
Sign 37 0 6 0% 86%
Lesser P. Chicken 
Observation
0 2 42 5% 95%
Seasonally 42 0 2 0% 100%
Year-Round 42 2 0 100% 0%
Occasional Visitor 42 0 2 •o% 100%
Rare Occurrence 42 0 2 0% 100%
Sign 42 0 2 0% 100%
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Discussion and Interpretations:
In this part of Montana, it is no surprise that Columbian ground squirrels, known 
as “gophers” by most ranchers and landowners, were numerous. In fact, almost all of the 
respondents observed ground squirrels and three-fourths of the landowners employed 
recreational shooting39, poisoning, trapping, sulfur bombing, and hired “shooters” as 
means of rodent control (Table 3.5). Prairie dogs, or the black-tailed prairie dog found in 
this region, albeit in small populations, were reported by a quarter of the respondents.40 
These mammals were problems for only seven landowners who expressed dismay over the 
hazards that prairie dogs create for livestock and horses. All seven respond to these 
rodents—the most prevalent form of control was recreational shooting but additional 
methods like poisoning, sulfur bombing, and hiring shooters were also pursued by 
respondents.41
The majority of respondents did not observe the greater or lesser prairie chicken 
(Table 3.5).42 Almost two-thirds of the respondents reported seeing sharp-tailed grouse, a
39 Apparently “recreational shooting involves shooting the animals whenever possible as a landowner or allowing 
people to “stake out” an area, typically setting up chairs and using high powered telescopic rifles to kill the 
mammals.
40 When asking about prairie dogs, I was careful to explain the differences between Columbian ground squirrels as I 
thought some people might think gophers synonymous with prairie dogs. However, considering the low number of 
prairie dog sitings, it would seem reasonable that there are indeed Black tailed prairie dogs in the Lewis & Clark 
County study area even though this area is on the periphery of their habitat. However, ranchers may be confusing 
the White-tailed prairie dog with Black-tailed prairie dogs.
41 MNHP. “Animal Species of Special Concern” listing for Lewis & Clark County study area. I requested that the 
list incorporate vertebrate species which historically occurred, currently, and or potentially occur in the Lewis & 
Clark County study area. MNHP lists the Black-tailed prairie dog as a S3 and S4 meaning that, “Species is either 
very nre and local throughout its range, or found locally (even abundantly at some of its location) in a restricted 
range, or vulnerable to extinction throughout its range because of other factors; in the range of 21 to 100 
occurrences” and “Apparently secure, though it may be quite rare in parts of its range, especially at the periphery” 
respectively. The Montana Natural Heritage Program status description corresponds well with the 11 observations 
reported by study area respondents.
42 The MNHP data on Lewis & Clark County does not list either species. It should be noted that many landowners 
expressed confusion when asked about this species, particularly when it was described. There exists the strong 
possibility that many respondents confused this species with spruce grouse, blue grouse, ruffed grouse, sage grouse, 
or white-tailed ptarmigan.
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surprising finding considering that it is listed by the US Forest Service as a sensitive 
species and the MNHP lists it as a S4 or “apparently secure, though it may be quite rare in 
parts of its range, especially at the periphery.” Like the prairie chicken, it is quite possible 
that sharp-tailed grouse were mistaken for the several other species of grouse.
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Attitudes and Perceptions of Wildlife
Results:
This section shows the results of Likert Attitudinal Scaling. While only eight 
questions were used, I attempted to measure perceptions and attitudes in the following 
areas: the ecosystem level, wildlife and quality of life, perceptions of predators, and the 
concept of land stewardship. Respondents generally agree with the concept of providing 
habitat for animal and plant communities and value certain wildlife. However, landowners 
do not agree that wolves and grizzly bears should live or travel through the region. 
Evidence also shows that a majority of respondents value land in a natural, undeveloped 
state and agree with the concept of minimizing adverse effects to wildlife (Table 3.6).
Table 3.6 Likert Scaled Attitudinal Perceptions of Wildlife
Total No. 
Agree
Total % 
Agree
Total No. 
Disagree
Tot. % 
Disagree
Total No. 
Uncertain
% Uncertain
1. A s a landowner I think it 
is important to provide 
habitat for animal 
communities.
38 86.4% 2 4.5% 4 9.1%
2. A s a landowner I think it 
is important to provide 
habitat for native plant 
communities.
42 95.5% 1 2.3% 1 2.3%
3. The presence of wildlife 
on my land enhance my 
quality of life.
39 8 8 .6 % 3 6 .8 % 2 4.5%
4. W olves using the Helena 
Valley a s a wildlife corridor 
between the national 
forests would enhance my 
quality of life.
5 11.4% 32 72.7% 7 15.9%
5. W olves living in the 
Helena Valley would 
enhance my quality of life.
5 11.4% 34 77.3% 5 11.4%
6. Grizzly bears using the 
Helena Valley as a travel 
corridor between the 
national forests would 
enhance my quality of life.
9 20.5% 32 72.7% 3 6 .8 %
7. Som e portions of my 
land should be left in a 
natural, non-commercial 
state.
27 61.4% 15 34.1% 2 4.5%
8. It is important to manage 
land so  a s  to minimize 
adverse effects to wildlife.
36 81.8% 4 9.1% 4 9.1%
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Cross tabulation revealed a substantial relationship for the demographic 
characteristic of age and a tendency to agree with statements one, three, seven, and eight 
(Appendices D,E,F,G).
Discussion and Interpretations:
Perhaps one of the most striking contradictions that these data illustrate is 
respondent’s conception of wildlife. Clearly a majority of respondents agree with the first 
three statements. For example, in statement two, a majority of respondents agree that the 
presence of wildfire on their land betters their quality of life in some way. However, 
wolves and grizzly bears, whether traveling through the region or hypothetically making 
the region their home, are not seen by respondents as enhancing their lives. Indeed, these 
species do not appear to fit respondent's perception of wildlife. Perhaps “wildlife” are 
only those species that do not interfere with ranch operations or have economic value. 
While I did not ask respondents in this section to explain their reasoning, many offered 
their opinions on specific statements. Statements four, five, and eight drew the most 
comments. For example, when discussing statement four regarding wolves using the 
region as a travel corridor, one respondent indicated that, “I’d shoot them as they go 
through ” Others said, “I don’t want to be bitten.” Still another remarked that, “Wolves 
are aggressive, we need to have some sense of security. If wolves live in this corridor, we 
would need to ride with a gun.” When confronted with the statement about wolves living 
in the region, many respondents literally gasped, uttering, “Oh no, no way, I strongly 
disagree with that!” Some also said that, “They (wolves) wouldn’t live here, they would 
be dead.” These rhetorically extreme statements certainly do not represent the attitudes of
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all the respondents; however, a majority of respondents in all statements regarding 
predators were either in disagreement or strong disagreement. Considering that the 
statements specifically ask about whether the presence of wolves and grizzlies would 
enhance one’s life, it might have been more insightful to ask about the possibility of 
coexisting with wolves and grizzlies. Statements that would have measured some level of 
tolerance or acceptance without touching on enhancement might more accurately capture 
respondent’s perceptions of these creatures.
Statement eight, “It is important to manage land so as to minimize adverse effect 
to wildfire” also drew comments ranging from, “I’m managing for my life, not the 
wildlife”, to “If you do a good job managing for cattle, the wildlife benefit too.” Others 
were more concerned about finances and commented, ‘Making a living is the bottom 
line”or “Only where it fits in with the operation” and ‘To a certain extent I like to see 
wildlife, but I need to make a living.”
Another interpretation of these data is to group the total scores that each 
respondent received in this Likert Scaled section. A possible low score of “8” indicated 
disagreement with all of the statements, suggesting a rather intolerant perception of non- 
human communities, while a possible high score of “40” reflects agreement with all 
statements or high tolerance for non-human communities. Data here shows that the 
majority of respondents generally exhibit uncertainty and or moderate to mid-levels of 
tolerance regarding the statements (Figure 3.7).
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Figure 3.7 Distribution of Tolerance Scores of Lewis & Clark County Study Area 
Respondents
The age group 41-50 showed a positive relationship in terms of agreement with 
statements one, three, seven, and eight (Appendices D,E,F,G). This may be attributed to 
education, heightened environmental awareness, or recognition that open-space and 
wildlife are positive determinants of a high quality standard of living.
Ultimately, respondents in the Lewis & Clark County Study area value certain 
wildlife and plant communities, yet do not believe that wolves and grizzlies bears enhance 
their quality of life. The implications for successful corridor creation are ambiguous.
While respondents clearly do not believe that predators add to their lives, it does not 
necessarily mean that they believe they would have adverse effects as well. Moreover, it 
is difficult to predict how individuals would react to a wolf or grizzly encounter. Further 
analysis, with more clearly defined statements and greater depth in attitudinal scaling 
would be desirable to arrive at a better understanding of these respondents’ tolerance level 
for wolves and grizzly bears in this region.
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Landowner Perceptions of Compatibility with Wildlife 
Results:
All of the respondents considered their land use practices compatible with wildlife 
movement (Table 3.8). However, a majority of landowners indicated that there were 
animals that were incompatible with their land use practices (Table 3.8). Roughly one- 
third of the respondents reported that there were no animals that were incompatible with 
their land use practices. Wolves topped the list of species that landowners’ reported as 
being incompatible with their operations. Grizzly bear, mountain lion , elk, coyotes, 
gopher, and black bear were also reported as being incompatible in descending order of
occurrences (Table 3.8).
Table 3.8 Respondent Perception of Compatibility with Wildlife
Yes % Yes No % No.
Do you consider you current 
land use practices 
compatible with wildlife 
movement?
44 100% 0 0
Are there any animals with 
which your land use 
practices are not 
compatible?
30 68% 14 32%
Wolves Grizzly
Bear
Mountain
Lion
Elk Coyotes Gophers Black
Bear
Most frequently reported 
animals not compatible with 
land use practices
80% 66% 16% 6% 6% 6% 3%
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Discussion and Interpretations:
Landowners clearly believe that wildlife movement is not inhibited by their land use 
practices. However, a large number of respondents indicated that certain animals were 
incompatible with their operations. Perceptions of predator incompatibility compared to 
actual interference, yields telling results. In the Lewis & Clark County Study Area, 
wolves were the lowest reported predatory species to cause interference. Only four 
landowners reported problems with wolves and only six of the respondents reported 
grizzly bear interference (Table 3.2). Why then, do wolves and grizzlies top the list of 
species that are perceived to be the most incompatible with ranching? One landowner 
explained that, ‘Wolves would not be incompatible until they became a problem...then the 
three S’s, that’s the name of the game.” Another respondent explained his feelings about 
wolves a bit differently, “It’s acceptable as a rancher to have some level of losses, but it 
should be a two-way street, the public should help out.” Other sentiments included the 
following, “We can coexist with wolves and grizzly bear, it’s the mountain lion that are a 
bigger problem.” Wolves and grizzlies are not yet perceived by landowners in the Lewis 
& Clark County Study Area as good neighbors, yet other data reported here show very 
low rates of interference by these two predators. This apparent contradiction may reflect 
the strongly negative symbolic figures that wolves were assigned to in European myth, 
legends, and fables that have been passed on and instilled in modem day perceptions and 
strongly adverse attitudes towards wolves in North America.43 Moreover, evidence 
suggests that newly arrived European settlers moving West were from places and
43 Steven H. Fritts, E.E. Bangs, and J.F. Gore, “The Relationship of Wolf Recovery to Habitat Conservation and 
Biodiversity in the Northwestern United States,” Landscape and Urban Planning. 28 (1994): 23-32.
backgrounds where attitudes towards wolves were strongly negative.?4 If Lewis & Clark 
County Study Area respondent’s are indicative, these historical factors that have been 
imbued into today’s thinking are certainly manifest in the data collected in this work. 
Moreover, strongly negative perceptions of wolves and grizzlies bears may impede 
successful corridor implementation.
44 G. Oakley, “Historic Review, In: Wolves in American Culture Committee, Boise, ID “ Editor, WOLF! A Modem 
Look, (Northword Press, Ashland, WI, 1986), 1-7. in Steven H. Fritts et al, “The Relationship..”, 24.
Chapter 4 
Voices in a Working Landscape
--I’d move fences for wildlife if someone like Fish and Game would 
compensate me for the loss in hay production.
Upper Blackfoot Valley Rancher
—In Montana, ranchers are doing a lot for wildlife. We can’t 
be expected to manage for wildlife for nothing. We would 
need compensation.
Upper Blackfoot Valley Rancher
Land Uses in the Lewis & Clark County Study Area 
Results:
The Lewis & Clark County Study Area is cow/calf country.45 All but five 
respondents are currently ranching their land. The majority of these operations are 
cow/calf, and only a small number are raising sheep or have horse operations.46 Typically, 
wild range/hay is relied upon during the spring, summer, and fall while cultivated alfalfa, 
barley oats, and other small grains provide additional winter feed. Very few of the 
respondents are planning to sell their operations for ranching. Roughly three-fourths of 
the landowners are currently farming and only one respondent is planning to farm. A 
quarter of the respondents are currently engaged in timber harvest and another quarter are 
planning to. Additionally, very few respondents are engaged or planning to engage in 
mining or housing development (Table 4.1).
45 A typical cow/calf operation involves having a number of cows that have calves typically in the winter to early 
spring then range throughout summer and are then sold in the fall.
46 One respondent in the survey raised approximately 12-20 bison. Originally, 50 bison ranged in the area but after 
problems with fence destruction and a neighbor’s horse being gored to death, the rancher reduced his herd size.
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Table 4.1 Current and Planned Land Uses in The Lewis & Clark County Study
Area
NA No. of Yes No. of No Percent Yes Percent No
Ranching Currently 0 39 5 88.6% 11.4%
Planning to Ranch 0 1 43 2.3% 97.7%
Planning to Sell/Lease land for 
Ranching
0 3 41 6.8% 93.2%
Farming Currently 0 34 10 77.3% 22.7%
Planning to Farm 0 1 43 2.3% 97.7%
Planning to Sell/Lease land for 
Farming
0 0 44 0.0% 100.0%
Harvesting Timber Currently 0 11 33 25.0% 75.0%
Planning to Harvest timber 0 11 33 25.0% 75.0%
Planning to Sell/Lease for 
T. Harvest
0 6 38 13.6% 86.4%
Mining Currently 0 0 44 0.0% 100.0%
Planning to Mine 0 3 41 6.8% 93.2%
Planning to Sell/Lease land for 
Mining
0 3 41 6.8% 93.2%
Housing Development Currently 0 2 42 4.5% 95.5%
Planning to Engage in Housing 
Development
0 1 43 2.3% 97.7%
Planning to sell for Housing 
Development
0 2 42 4.5% 95.5%
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Willingness to Adopt Conservation Easements
Results:
Four respondents in this study currently have conservation easements and out of
those forty remaining, half are willing to place easements on portions of their property.
Hypothetical conservation easement provisions were proposed to respondents and more
than half of respondents were amenable to all of the provisions (Table 4.2).
Table 4.2 Percentage and Totals for Willingness to Adopt Conservation Easements 
and Hypothetical Easement Provisions There are greater than 20 positive responses in various 
provisions fo r  easements e.g., “Limit Timber H arvest” in the “Total Yes” column appearing to 
contradict the finding that only 20 respondents were willing to place easements on their land. This 
apparent contraction is due to those respondents who were uncertain about easements y e t still were 
questioned about hypothetical provisions even i f  they were unsure. 4 o f  the 44 respondents already had 
conservation easements, so total sample is 40.
NA Missing
Data
Total
Yes
%Yes Total
No
%No Total
Uncertain
%Uncertain
Willingness to Adopt 
Easement
0 0 20 50% 13 33% 7 18%
Prohibit Introduction 
Non-native Species
17 0 20 74% 6 22% 1 4%
Limit Timber Harvest 18 0 23 88% 3 12% 0 0%
Prohibit Timber 
Harvest
18 0 13 50% 13 50% 0 0%
Prohibit Dredging, 
Filling, or Mining
17 1 13 50% 7 27% 6 23%
Restrict Development 
(Homes, roads, etc.)
17 0 22 81% 4 15% 1 4%
Prohibit Alteration of 
Natural Water Bodies
17 0 16 59% 6 22% 5 19%
Prohibit Motorized 
Vehicles on Easement
17 0 23 85% 4 15% 0 0%
Discussion and Interpretations:
It is clear that cattle ranching is the dominant land use in the Lewis & Clark 
County Study Area and according to respondents, very few are planning to sell their land 
(Table 4.1). Very few respondents are engaged in mining or housing development and
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roughly half are currently harvesting timber or plan to. This finding is encouraging for the 
potential to establish contacts and agreements with landowners for the purposes of 
establishing a corridor. With an apparently stable land use regime, the possibility exists for 
understanding landowner willingness to change land use practices for the benefit of 
wildlife. Indeed, it serves as a basis for collaboration with willing landowners, apparently 
. secure in their land tenure, and is encouraging for corridor creation. Furthermore, 
understanding what types of changes ranchers are willing to make to benefit wildlife and 
under what conditions serves again as a foundation from which communication, education, 
and potential projects involving conservation can be instituted. The apparent stable land 
base in the Lewis & Clark County Study Area may contribute to the large numbers of 
respondents who are willing to adopt conservation easements—another hopeftd finding 
that could be used to create biological corridors. However, considering that landowmers 
were not asked about whether they had any offers to purchase their land, it is quite 
realistic that the apparently stable land tenure in the Lewis & Clark County Study Area 
could change rapidly.
It was refreshing to discover that so few respondents were engaged in housing 
development and it was even more hopeftd that half of the respondents were willing to 
place conservation easements on their property. Only a small number were unwilling to 
place easements on their property and even fewer were uncertain (Table 4.2).
The most popular easement provisions were limiting timber harvest,47 prohibiting 
motorized vehicles on easements, restricting development, and prohibiting the introduction
47 This finding corroborates the fact that 78% of the respondents in the study were willing to leave portions of 
forested habitat uncut for the benefit of wildlife. See Figure 4.10.
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of non-native species. An all out cessation of timber harvesting on private land was 
unpopular and half of the landowners were reluctant to prohibit mining or prohibiting the 
alteration of natural water bodies. It is plausible that ranchers are highly dependent on 
irrigation and use of surface and subsurface water resources and do not want to jeopardize 
their appropriated water rights. Some landowners explained that while they have no 
intention of ever mining or pursuing mineral exploration, they do not want to close 
options for themselves or their children. And landowners also indicated to me that as 
land and forest managers, timber harvest is necessary to reverse the effects of fire 
suppression. They want the ability to thin understory encroachment, specifically Douglas 
fir, and of course they see the potential to lose revenue that can be a way to stay in 
business when beef prices are low if they agreed to prohibit all timbering.
The recent formation of the Prickly Pear Land Trust, a local conservation group 
from the Lewis & Clark County Study Area, is both encouraging for land protection yet 
also indicates a response to ranchette colonization and the threat of more development in 
Lewis & Clark County. Conservation easements may be one of the most promising 
conservation tools in this specific area for creating a viable land base for a biological 
corridor. Considering that 20 landowners are willing to adopt conservation easements and 
four respondents already have easements it would be theoretically possible to protect 
some 500-700 square miles of private lands in the Lewis & Clark County Study Area.
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Ranching
Results:
Roughly half of the respondents were willing to change grazing patterns and alter 
their fencing for the benefit of wildlife. About one-third are willing to reduce number of 
livestock for the benefit of wildlife. Compensation and economic considerations were the 
most cited conditions needed in order to change all ranching land use practices. Cross 
tabulation revealed that those landowners in the age groups 31-40 and 41-50 were more 
willing to reduce livestock and change grazing patterns. Additional cross tabulation 
showed that those respondents in the age group 31-40 were more likely to alter fencing 
than older respondents.
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Figure 4.3 Willingness to Change Ranching Land Use Practices
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Discussion and Interpretations:
The contingency based questions regarding land use practice changes did not 
express a definitive link between land use practices and habitat enhancement. In fact, 
some ranchers balked at the questions, suggesting that the content was misguided and 
contrary to current range management. Some felt that a reduction of livestock, changes in 
grazing patterns, and fence removal or placement did not impact wildlife. All questions, 
however, were reviewed by range management specialists and pre-tested on 9 ranchers 
prior to data collection.48 Additionally, there is an abundant literature that empirically 
documents negative affects to wildlife from overstocked and poorly managed range 
resources.49 While perhaps broad in scope, the questions become helpful in eliciting a
48 Interviews with Bernard J. Hall, Director of Lands Conservation, The Nature Conservancy, Helena, Montana,
June, 1995 and January, 1996. Interview with Joel Clairmont, Salish and Confederated Kootenai Tribal Agricultural 
Extension Agent, February 13, 1996.
49 R. Eckert and J. Spencer, “Growth and Reproduction of Grasses Heavily Grazed under Rest-rotation 
Management.” Journal of Range Management. (40: 156-159). P. A. Johnsgard. Grouse and Quails of North America.
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sociopolitical base-line of landowner willingness to modify land use practices for the 
benefit o f wildlife.
Willingness to Reduce Livestock Numbers
A surprisingly large number of those engaged in ranching indicated that they would 
be willing to reduce livestock numbers (Figure 4.3). Just less than half of the respondents 
were unwilling and a few were uncertain. Of those 14 landowners who were willing, nine 
respondents indicated that the condition of being directly compensated must be met. 
Several ranchers explained that while compensation would be necessary, they would also 
need to assess carefully what economic impacts a reduction in cattle would have on the 
entire ranch operation. One of the large ranch operators said that, “I ’m willing to reduce 
cattle numbers, to be part of a corridor, but I don’t want to raise livestock to feed 
predators.” Four respondents said that tax relief was a stipulation, while two told me that 
they would need to see reliable scientific studies proving a direct link between a reduction 
of livestock and subsequent wildlife habitat enhancement. Another rancher explained that, 
“If a bear is not a problem we don’t remove it, but I would want more information about 
what species might potentially use this corridor before I sign on.” The last and lowest 
reported conditions for the remaining two landowners were making sure that a reduction 
of livestock could fit in to current ranch operations and that they retain ultimate authority 
over any livestock reductions, respectively. One rancher explained more specifically that, 
“We need to be part of the planning process, from day one, from the ground up.”
University of Nebraska Press, 1973. D.K. Onderka and W.D. Wishard, “A Major Bighorn Sheep Die-off from 
Pneumonia in Southern Alberta,” Proceedings Northern Wild Sheep and Goat Conference (7:145-165) M. A. Taylor 
and F.S. Guthery, “Status, Ecology and Management of the Lesser Prairie Chicken,” U S D .  A. Forest Service, Genl. 
Tech. Rpt. RM-77 Fort Collins in BLM Employee Report, “Public Trust Betrayed; Employee Critique of Bureau of 
Land Management Rangeland Management,” sponsored by Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility, 
Washington, D.C., 1994.
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Eighteen of the respondents were unwilling to reduce livestock for the benefit of 
wildlife. The most common trend among ranchers was their perception that there were 
enough wildlife in the region and that they feed enough as well. Many indicated that 
wildlife compete for their cattle’s forage and some felt that there was too much wildlife. 
One rancher said that, “The game is there already on my land, I pay the taxes, not the deer 
and elk.” Additionally, ranchers felt that there was enough public land for wildlife.
Another theme I identified from the data was the fear that a reduction of livestock 
numbers would impose financial burdens or mean the end of their livelihood. Several 
ranchers were trying to increase their herd size to the carrying capacity they felt 
appropriate for their operations and many indicated that with Canadian cattle imports 
increasing and beef prices at record lows their ranching operations were marginal. Others 
were concerned that the three largest slaughter houses (IBP Inc., o f Dakota City, 
Nebraska, Monfort Inc., of Greeley, Colorado owned by ConAgra, and Excel Corp., of 
Wichita, Kansas, owned by Cargill Inc.), which control more than 80% of cattle slaughter 
nationally, are using their market power to hold down prices.50 Ranchers expressed 
resentment over the North American Free Trade Agreement, arguing that cheap Canadian 
beef was in part to blame for overall low beef prices. It is interesting that NAFTA, a 
supposed paragon of free market economics espoused by those wanting less government 
regulation, is unacceptable to many of those who are anti-regulation--in this case, several 
ranchers I interviewed. This paradox is compounded by the legacy of taxpayer subsidies 
via range improvements and below market value grazing fees on public lands.51
50 “Bureau Looks for Rebound in Beef Prices,” The Missoulian, 5 July 1996.
51 Tom Gorey, BLM Public Affairs Specialist, Department o f Interior News Release, “1994 Grazing Fee 
Announced,” January 7, 1994. It is interesting that the Department of Interior’s 1994 increased BLM grazing fee of
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In addition to a sagging beef market and hesitance to reduce production, other 
ranchers felt that they had the right balance among their herds and wildlife, stressing that 
cows actually help elk populations by ‘keeping the grass down” and providing “fresh 
forage” for cows.
Finally, the least common reason for not wanting to reduce livestock among 
respondents was distrust and disdain for the federal government. Some said that, “I don't 
want anyone telling me what to do, I might change my mind, and I’ve never taken a nickel 
from the government.” Only six respondents were uncertain about reducing livestock 
numbers.
For the substantial minority willing to reduce livestock numbers for the benefit of 
wildlife, it is worthwhile to probe further and determine if there any particular 
characteristics, like size of operation/acreage, occupation, background, age, or sex ,that 
are related to willingness to modify land use practices for the benefit o f wildlife.
The only relationship derived from the cross tabulation analysis for willingness to 
reduce livestock appears to be with age, with respondents in the age ranges 31-40 and 41- 
50 more willing to reduce livestock numbers, while those respondents in the age range 51- 
65 were more unwilling (Figure 4.3).
$1.98 per AUM (AUM, animal unit month or the amount of forage needed to sustain one cow/calf, one horse, of five 
sheep or goats for a month) was computed by using a 1966 base value of $1.23 per AUM then annually adjusted 
according to the three factors of current private grazing land lease rates, beef cattle prices, and the cost of livestock 
production. This annual adjustment then means that in those thirty years, grazing fees have increased by only $0.75 
cents suggesting a grazing fee system that may out of sync with market forces. Consider that the 1993 BLM grazing 
fee was $1.86 compared to the 1993 private land lease rate of $10.20. In fact, Secretary of Interior, Bruce Babbitt’s 
rather modest proposed increase of $4.28 per AUM to reflect more accurate market values was blocked by a 
filibuster on the senate floor on Nov. 9, 1993.
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Willingness to Change Grazing Patterns for the Benefit of Wildlife
Another question asked of ranchers was about their willingness to change grazing 
patterns for the benefit of wildlife. This provoked by far the most positive responses 
among ranching land use modification questions with more than half of the ranchers 
willing to change grazing patterns for the benefit of wildlife (Figure 4.3). Eight of the 
ranchers indicated that being compensated would be necessary and eight also indicated 
that they feel they are grazing their livestock in such a way so as to benefit wildlife. The 
predominant system used is the rest rotation method in which certain pasture/range is 
grazed and then left or rested before being rotated back into production. Some ranchers 
indicated that they rest their pasture/range for upwards of one year. Six respondents 
indicated that they would have to consider the economic viability of changing their grazing 
patterns. Eight needed scientific information to prove that better grazing systems benefit 
wildlife, three wanted to be able to assess overall impacts to their operations. The 
remaining two conditions were tax incentives and participating in the planning process. I 
sensed after extensive interaction with these ranchers that grazing patterns and the desire 
to protect and promote the health of native grasses were vital concerns. Some of the 
more innovative ranchers were using solar powered portable electric fencing not only to 
move the cattle around on their range, but to also have the ability to accommodate the 
needs of wildlife. For example, one rancher explained that during Bald eagle migration or 
when the birds were nesting, the portable fencing was helpftd in keeping the cattle a 
sufficient distance from the eagles’ nests. Additionally, having a portable fencing system
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made it possible to move grazing areas out of white-tail, elk, mule-deer, and pronghorn 
movement patterns and migratory routes.
The most common theme found from the data suggests that ranchers opposed to 
changing grazing patterns feel that there are enough wildlife already, that their 
rest/rotation systems are adequate for both cattle production and wildlife needs, and that 
wildlife are adaptable to livestock operations. As expressed by a rancher, “their (wildlife) 
fall pasture is my fall pasture, it’s tough to change.” Another theme that echoes the 
previous quote was resistance to change. Many ranchers have developed over decades of 
trial and error, o f learning the subtle nuances of their land, the best system for their needs- 
-it is not surprising that folks do not want to change a system that has worked for many 
years. The cross tabulation analysis revealed a relationship with age, with younger 
ranchers (those in the age groups 31-40 and 41-50) more willing and older ranchers 
(those in the age group 51-60) less willing to change grazing patterns (Figure 4.5). Those 
most resistant, tended to be medium sized ranches operated by older males in the age 
ranges 51-65 and 65 and older. A plausible explanation for this trend may be that the 
younger generation is more familiar with current and alternative range management 
systems and or that the older generation is more firmly entrenched in their beliefs and 
management regimes.
There was also a slight propensity for those favorable to changing grazing patterns 
to be among the medium (1000-5000acres) and large (5000+) landholders. This might be 
due to the larger ranches having more capability to experiment with different grazing 
systems on simply more acreage. Additionally, I found that many of the medium and large
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ranches had extensive interaction with state and federal land managers, which may account 
for a greater flow and sharing of technical range management methods.
Willingness to Move or Remove Fences for the Benefit of Wildlife
The final question(s) asked of the ranchers was about their willingness to move or 
remove fences for the benefit o f wildlife. This question was controversial and was met 
with general unwillingness (Figure 4.3). Fifty percent or 19 respondents were unfavorable 
to the proposition, 37% (14) were willing, and 13% (6) were uncertain. The most 
common initial reaction I received from most ranchers was that fences were not a problem 
for most wildlife because wildlife, they explained, go wherever they want regardless of 
fencing. However, several studies and actual examples indicate that fencing, depending on 
construction and height, can disrupt ungulate movement patterns, prevent newborns from 
moving easily, and can be especially lethal to pronghorn antelope that crawl through 
fences rather than jumping them like elk, white-tailed deer, and mule deer.52 Those who 
were willing to move or remove fences that can be obstacles to wildlife indicated that 
compensation would be a priority. They explained that compensation would have to 
include costs for fence removal, including labor and material costs and fence replacement. 
Another five respondents explained that they had moved fences already on their property 
to make it easier for elk migrations and movement. And like changing grazing patterns,
52 Interviews with Bernard J. Hall, Director of Lands Conservation, The Nature Conservancy, Helena, Montana, 
June, 1995 and January, 1996. Note: Mr. Bernard J. Hall and several ranchers I spoke with referred to the 
disastrous fencing situation on a ranch situated to the east of the Lewis & Clark study area between the Little and 
Big Belt Mtn ranges. Apparently, a steel, mesh, 12 foot high > peripheral fence was erected and has caused 
significant disruptions to ungulate movement and migration routes. While none of the respondents in the Lewis & 
Clark County Study area utilize such fencing, some ranchers indicated that pronghorn occasionally die in standard 
barb wire fences and acknowledged that fence placement can impact wildlife. However, it is plausible that fencing 
may not be as serious a threat to wildlife as housing development, large scale timber harvest, mining, or road 
building. Finally, ranchers may simply be using common sense in terms offences and construction rather than being 
resistant to change.
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the remaining conditions in descending order of total response rate were: scientific proof 
that fencing modification benefited wildlife (6), assessing overall economic impacts (4), 
assuring continued economic viability (3), having strict authority over specific fence 
removal (1) and participating in the planning process (1).
The most common reason for not wanting to move or remove fences among 
respondents was the perception that fences were not a problem to wildlife. Additionally, 
many ranchers want to keep wildlife, as well as cattle, out of their alfalfa fields. This 
corresponds to the second most common perception, that fences are simply the most 
practical way to keep one’s cattle under control and keep out the neighbor’s cattle to 
protect one’s grass. One rancher explained that, “If we sat down, using cost-benefit 
analysis, it would show prohibitive costs for fence removal or alteration in relation to the 
beneficial effects for wildlife.” Many respondents echoed the sentiment of one rancher 
who said, “All my fences are needed, I can’t move them.”
Farming
Results:
Respondents were generally unfavorable to moving and removing fences, 
removing and rotating crops, and delaying their first haying for the benefit of wildlife 
(Figure 4.7). However, more than half indicated that they would eliminate the use of 
herbicides if given an effective alternative (Figure 4.7).
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Figure 4.7 Willingness to Change Farming Land Use Practices
Discussion and Interpretations:
Willingness to Move or Remove Fences for The Benefit of Wildlife
A majority of ranchers were unwilling to move or remove fences for the benefit of 
wildlife in their farming systems (Figure 4.7). For those 13 ranchers who were willing to 
move or remove fences, the most common condition stipulated was financial incentives. 
Those who did not want to change fencing in their farm operations explained that if they 
were to remove their fences from their alfalfa fields, their cows or the neighbors’ bovines 
would wreak havoc on their crop. Several ranchers felt that there were too many wildlife 
already and also felt that wildlife were not negatively impacted by fences.
Willingness to Remove and Rotate Crops for The Benefit of Wildlife
Ranchers were fairly evenly distributed among those favorable, unfavorable, 
uncertain on this question (Figure 4.7). Generally, a small proportion of those who 
farmed were favorable to removing and rotating crops.
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Those who were unwilling explained that their crop systems already have been 
designed to minimize adverse affects on wildlife. Another prevalent theme was the 
perception that they have a tried and true agricultural method that is dependent in many 
cases on irrigation.
Willingness to Delay First Having for Ground Nesting Birds 
The maxim “You’ve got to make hay while the sun shines” typifies the majority of 
responses I received from the ranchers. When I asked them if they would delay their 
haying for ground nesting bird fledging needs, an overwhelming 19 respondents were 
unwilling. A surprising number, in fact, eight ranchers, were willing to delay their first 
haying (Figure 4.7). Only two were uncertain and for 15 respondents, the question did 
not apply. Of the eight that were willing, four indicated that compensation would be a 
necessary condition.53
Willingness to Eliminate the Use of Herbicides and Pesticides 
The respondents widely used herbicides such as 2-4 D and Tordon mainly to 
control the spread and colonization of noxious weeds. However, more than half of the 
respondents were willing to eliminate the use of herbicides. Only 10 were unwilling, three
53 They explained that a delayed cutting would mean a substantial loss in protein, tonnage, and general palatability. 
One rancher suggested that if a later cut hay harvest were ground up and a protein substitute was added then it might 
be suitable for female cows but probably not calves. This would involve an efficient means of grinding ranchers 
harvest and compensating for a protein additive. Participating in the process was a condition listed by 2 ranchers and 
the remaining respondents indicated that a good swather can cut around the larger birds’ nests and that the timing of 
hay harvest does not bother the birds.
Those that were opposed to delaying their harvest said that the loss of protein, tonnage, and quality of feed were too 
important to risk losing for the birds. Several ranchers reported that most of the ground nesting birds in their regions 
had fledged and were strong enough to move out of the way from the swather. They also contended that a skilled 
and watchful swather could avoid the larger birds but that some smaller ones would inevitably die. One rancher also 
suggested that while he was unwilling to change his haying timing, he suggested that it might be possible to use a late 
maturing grain that would allow all birds to have safely fledged. The main concern that almost all the ranchers had 
was that to delay the hay harvest, a process highly dependent on weather conditions, was too great a financial risk to 
take.
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uncertain, and 11 not applicable (Figure 4.7). The most common condition was to have 
an effective alternative.
Timber Harvesting 
Results:
The respondents in the Lewis & Clark County study area who were engaged in 
timber harvest were quite favorable to modifying timber harvest methods for the benefit of 
wildlife habitat. Fifteen out of a total of 23 for which the question was applicable were 
willing to change management regimes to benefit wildlife, while only six landowners were 
unwilling, and two were uncertain. An even greater number of respondents were 
favorable to leaving portions of forested uncut for wildlife. A majority, 83% or IP 
landowners were willing to leave portions uncut.
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Figure 4.8 Willingness to Alter Timber Harvesting Practices
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Discussion and Interpretations:
Roughly one quarter of all 44 respondents are currently harvesting timber from 
their land and another fourth plan to in the fixture. The most prevalent forest management 
practice used by respondents is selective cutting of mature species for commercial sale. 
Many landowners told me that they were cutting old growth Ponderosa pine on their land 
and that they have been approached by several independent timber contractors that want 
to cut their old growth trees. Several ranchers explained that with beef prices so low, they 
have been forced to liquidate some of their forest assets to keep their operations solvent.
Many landowners who were engaged in timber management wanted not only a 
financial return on harvest of mature species but also to lessen the threat of catastrophic 
wild fire. Several respondents were engaged in thinning Douglas fir understory thickets 
and smaller trees that could potentially act as “fire ladders” in the event of a conflagration. 
Others were trying to improve wildlife habitat, stand structure, and restore range to pre­
fire suppression conditions.
Willingness to Alter Timber Harvest Methods for Wildlife Habitat
Of those either harvesting timber or planning to, who were open to the idea of 
altering management practices for wildlife, five landowners listed compensation as a 
condition. Several landowners wanted to reverse fire suppression and change stand 
structure, five wanted to improve wildlife habitat, three were opposed to clear cut 
methods and wanted to selectively cut, two wanted to be part of the planning process, and 
one sought tax relief. The more intricate reasons ranchers had for their timber 
management ranged from watershed preservation to development of five-six year
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management plans that incorporate market demands, particularly the pulp market, 
aesthetics, and the help of state foresters to develop appropriate selective cutting sites, 
intensities, and management site plans. Others were also cautiously supportive of 
changing management for wildlife as they indicated that for them the bottom line would be 
to assess what the changes would mean for them financially.
Considering that so few were opposed to altering management their reasons are 
brief. Some ranchers explained that since there were so many clear-ciits already and the 
wildlife are plentifid, that some clear-cutting probably is not bad. Another rancher said 
that his cutting does not affect wildlife and that he needs the money. Others indicated that 
wildlife are flexible and can adjust to harvest methods. And one said that he is selling his 
timber resources to Louisiana Pacific and they “can take what they want, how they want”. 
One landowner who was planning to harvest timber and was unwilling to alter techniques 
said that they would not pay much attention to the wildlife because cutting “won’t bother 
them.”
Willingness to Leave Forest Habitat Uncut for the Benefit of Wildlife
It is encouraging that landowners are willing to alter timber harvest methods and 
leave portions of habitat uncut for wildlife. These data suggest the possibility to work in 
more depth with landowners for the purposes of establishing linkages on privately forested 
lands. Another hopeftd finding was that only two respondents were unwilling to leave 
portions of forested habitat uncut and only two were uncertain. There is clear evidence 
that private landowners are attempting sound forest management and are open to the 
proposition of altering their management for wildlife.
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Conditions were much like the previous section with five wanting compensation. 
Five were willing to do it because they were against clear cutting, four wanted to improve 
forest habitat, three wanted to reverse the effects of fire suppression on stand structure, 
two wanted to be part of the planning process, and one sought tax relief
The two landowners that were unwilling to leave habitat uncut explained their 
reasoning in the following remarks, ‘"Leaving some forest uncut wouldn’t make much 
difference to wildlife” and “No, I won’t leave portion uncut, not if we could sell it.” 
Housing Development
Results:
Two respondents out of 44 were engaged in housing development and another two 
were planning to engage in development (Table 4.1).
Discussion and Interpretations:
As Montana is being re-discovered, the threat of urban sprawl, pollution, 
crowding, and habitat fragmentation is increasingly being felt in valleys and canyons that 
are in the vicinity of some of Montana’s cities like Missoula, Helena, Bozeman, Whitefish, 
and Kalispell.54 The newcomers seem to flock to the far reaches of mountain meadows 
and rushing creeks to re-imagine a good life, but in this process they may dilute and 
destroy the diversity of landscape and species communities that were the essential qualities 
of place that lured them there originally. What will these canyons and valleys be like in 
fifty years? Currently, the Lewis & Clark County Study Area remains largely 
undeveloped. Out of 44 respondents only two were currently engaged in housing
54 William G. Robbins, “Creating a ‘New’ West: Big Money Returns to the Hinterland.” Montana The Magazine of 
Western History, (Vol. 46 No. 2, Summer 1996): 66-72.
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development on their own properties and two were planning to sell portions of their land 
for housing development. It is startling that only four landowners in this specific area are 
involved with development. Of those that are currently developing their own properties, 
one was developing a subdivision north of the Helena city limits near Interstate 15 and the 
other owner wanted to build some additional homes for his children on his ranch.55 The 
two landowners that were planning to sell their land were both offering 20 acre parcels 
and larger acreages.
55 This particular owner was especially upset over the zoning laws in Lewis & Clark County. He explained that 
technically he could not cluster additional residences near his present home. Instead, he explained that he must 
meet the 20 acre per residence requirement and have subsequent septic system approval etc. .He was very concerned 
about the costs of hiring engineers etc.. and thought it ridiculous that he should be able to cluster his proposed two 
buildings. Without knowing the specifics of this situation it is impossible to know with any accuracy the particulars.
Chapter 5
Voices from a Political Landscape
I don’t want anything to do with the federal government.
—Helena Valley Rancher
I would cooperate with the feds if this corridor was strictly defined and controlled.
—Helena Valley Rancher
Landowner Willingness to Cooperate with the Northern Rockies Ecosystem 
Protection Act
Results:
Respondents were almost evenly divided regarding their willingness to engage in 
cooperative agreements with the federal government. Nineteen landowners were 
favorable, 20 unfavorable, and only five were undecided. Roughly half of the respondents 
were willing to agree voluntarily with the federal government not to engage in clear 
cutting or housing development (Table 5.1).
Table 5.1 Respondent Willingness to Engage in Cooperative Agreements with the 
Federal Government
Total
Favorable
Tot.%
Fav.
Total
Unfav.
Tot.%
Unfav.
Total
Uncertain
% Uncertain NA
Voluntary Agreements 19 43.2% 20 45.5% 5 11.4% 0
Vol. No Clear Cutting 21 52.5% 15 37.5% 4 10.0% 4
Vol. No Mining 16 37.2% 22 51.2% 5 11.6% 1
Vol. No Housing Dev. 22 50.0% 18 40.9% 4 9.1% 0
Vol. No Road Building 19 43.2% 21 47.7% 4 9.1% 0
Vol. Exchange Land 19 43.2% 16 36.4% 9 20.5% 0
Vol. Sell Land 11 25.0% 26 59.1% 7 15.9% 0
Respondents in the 41-50 age group are most willing to agree not to engage in 
clear cutting (Appendix I). Additionally, those respondents in the age groups of 31-40
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and 41-50 were most willing to agree not to engage in housing development, while the 51- 
65 age group was least willing to agree not engage in housing development (Appendix J). 
Discussion and Interpretations:
Willingness to Work with the Federal Government 
Considering the current political environment in rural parts of the West, I was 
surprised that a little less that half of the respondents were willing to cooperate voluntarily 
with the federal government for the purposes of establishing a biological corridor. Only a 
small fraction were uncertain and fewer than half were unwilling.
The conditions and comments that respondents listed for being willing to 
cooperate with the federal government were varied and detailed. They have been listed in 
descending order by frequency of reported conditions and comments in the following areas 
(Table 5.2).
Table 5.2 Conditions and Comments Listed by Respondents Willing to Work with 
the Federal Government:
1. Having ultimate authority over one’s private land.
2. Distrust of the federal government
3. Maintaining economically viable operations
4. Wanting more scientific information
5. Having voice in the planning and administration of a corridor
I found those respondents who were willing to work with the federal government 
would do so but wanted minimal contact. Respondents wanted strict authority over 
fencing, cattle reductions, mining, timber harvest, water rights, etc. if they were going to 
participate. One explained, “I ’ll cooperate as long as they don’t tell me what to do or 
make me file papers.” Another expressed this attitude: “I don’t want to deal with
bureaucrats, the less you deal with them the better your life goes.” It is worthwhile to 
point out that NREPA does not provide any authority to change the way people do 
business. Consequently, it may seem positive that respondents are willing to cooperate 
with the federal government, but it is quite possible that respondents’ intentions of 
cooperation are eclipsed by the financial constraints of maintaining economically viable 
ranching operations. However, considering that there is a dearth of data regarding rural 
landowner willingness to participate in corridor planning in the Northern Rockies, it is 
important to have a beginning—a baseline from which to ask more specific questions.
Others were dubious that the government could be as good a land steward as 
private property owners. Several of these respondents indicated that National Forests or 
Bureau of Land Management grazing lands are examples of a legacy of abuse. And as has 
been indicated previously regarding land use modification, many ranchers were leery to 
enter into an agreement for fear of negative economic ramifications. They suggested that 
no negative economic impacts would be desirable and if costs were incurred in the process 
of being a “corridor steward”, compensation would be needed. Several ranchers simply 
wanted assurances that they could continue to ranch if they were part o f a corridor. A few 
mentioned that they wanted more scientific information documenting that a corridor in this 
specific region would actually be a benefit to wildlife. One asked whether bison would be 
eventually reintroduced into a corridor if NREPA were ever to be implemented. 
Additionally, respondents were concerned about potential administration and planning 
associated with living in a biological corridor.
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A respondent explained that if they were to be part of a voluntary corridor plan, 
that the federal government must manage “big game” animals better than Montana Dept, 
of Fish, Wildlife, & Parks. Specifically, this landowner wanted assurances that 
interference by wide ranging mammals would be responded to efficiently and quickly.
This respondent’s sentiment was echoed by other ranchers. They indicated that when they 
have elk problems, Montana Dept, o f Fish, Wildlife, & Parks is very slow to act.
However, another respondent praised MT FW&P’s Montana Habitat Program, designed 
to purchase easements from landowners who have significant habitat, and explained that if 
the federal government were to approach corridor planning using the tools of conservation 
easements modeled on the Montana Habitat Program, then it would be workable.
Another rancher explained that they would work with the government, “If  the corridor 
goals etc. were strictly defined and controlled—for example, if wolves and or grizzlies 
became a problem with my livestock, they (the federal government) should pay me for my 
livestock losses going on my word o f what I have lost.” And another concern was that 
any plan must have local input and must not be set in stone—rather it should be 
periodically reevaluated to determine if it is working. Those landowners who were 
uncertain expressed concerns over economic consequences, the types of wildlife that 
would use a potential corridor, and general hesitance to work with the federal 
government.
Additionally, I asked people’s reasons for not wanting to work with the federal 
government. The reasons that respondents indicated for being unwilling to cooperating
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with the federal government were grouped into the following areas in descending order of 
frequency (Table 5.3).
Table 5.3 Reasons Listed by Respondents for Not Wanting to Cooperate with the 
Federal Government
1. Too much government and regulation
2. Concerns over private property rights and takings
3. The particular wildlife that would utilize a corridor
4. Need more scientific information
Perhaps the following best summarizes what many folks in the Lewis & Clark 
County study feel towards the government, “I just don’t like the feds messing with my 
business, we have enough rules and regulations now.” Others called the federal 
government “flat out liars” and still others just didn’t want to interact with the federal 
government any more than they already do. It was encouraging to me that very few 
respondents expressed open hostility towards the government considering the various 
militia movements, county movements, and the general anti-government, anti-regulation 
mood that seems to characterize parts of the nation today. Of course, there were several 
landowners who had their stories about their specific agency and bureaucrat who had 
wronged them in some way, but in general, respondents in this part of Montana are not 
anti-government zealots. Perhaps wary of the federal government, they are not completely 
closed to the idea of cooperation, as this data indicates (Table 5.1).
Another viewpoint was that there was enough land in public trust already and that 
more should go in to private ownership. Those who were avid private property rights 
advocates expressed that cooperation with the government in any way would put a cloud 
on their private property and others said that “[We] don’t want to give up our freedom”
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A few ranchers explained to me that while NREPA appears on the surface to be strictly 
voluntary, the bill might be the first part of a much larger process—one that starts with 
“getting in the door” and then gradually implementing rules and regulations to be foisted 
upon the private landowner. This individual felt that the designation by the United 
Nations of Yellowstone National Park as a World Heritage Site, was a good example of 
how locals lose regional political power to a global governmental entity like the UN. This 
same person was skeptical about dealing with the federal government in any way for fear 
that they may be saddled with burdensome rules or regulations. They continued to explain 
that the state or even the United Nations might seize control of a corridor that happens to 
be their backyard at some point in the future.
While such a statement implies conspiracy theory, it also illustrates a deep distrust 
of the federal government that is shared by several respondents in the Lewis & Clark 
County Study Area (Table 5.3). In fact, NREPA may be fundamentally flawed due to fact 
that the statute is a grandiose, top-down plan that assumes to make use of people’s 
backyards . Indeed, almost all of the respondents were unfamiliar with NREPA and were 
often times quite surprised and dismayed that their ranch lands had been selected to be 
part of a proposed government plan to help protect habitat for large predators like wolves 
and grizzlies. This type of conservation planning process only exacerbates distrust and 
increases resistance on the ground. NREPA backers instead should have begun with an 
inclusive, participatory process that sought out private landowners as partners in 
conservation efforts specifically involving biological corridors.
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Willingness to Enter Into Voluntary Agreements to not Engage in Clear-Cut
Logging. Mining. Housing Development, and Road Construction
C le a r - C u tt in g :
More than half of the respondents were willing to enter into a voluntary agreement 
with the federal government not to engage in clear-cut logging methods (Table 5.1). The 
overwhelming sentiment among respondents regarding clear-cutting is best summarized in 
the following quote, “I simply don’t believe in it.” Of those fifteen respondents who were 
unwilling to cooperate with the federal government regarding a cessation of clear cutting, 
the most common reasons were that there ‘"was too much government already”, and that 
Lodgepole pine must be harvested using clear-cut techniques. Only four respondents were 
uncertain and explained that they wanted more information. Several indicated that they 
didn’t believe in clear-cutting but did not want to express the sentiment through an 
agreement with the federal government. Cross tabulation analysis showed that those 
respondents in the 41-50 age group were most willing to agree not to engage in clear- 
cutting (Appendix I). A plausible explanation may be that younger respondents have had 
more exposure to the issue of clear-cutting, have higher education levels, or have learned 
more about the adverse environmental effects of clear-cutting.
M in in g :
Respondents were reluctant to formalize a voluntary agreement with the federal 
government that would eliminate their possibility of mining their property. In fact, a 
majority were unwilling and a small fraction were uncertain (Table 5.1). This is not 
surprising considering that this region historically yielded large quantities of gold and 
today is still being explored for gold and natural gas. The most commonly voiced
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explanation for unwillingness was that they did not want to eliminate any future mineral 
development potential that might be on their land. Only five respondents were uncertain.
H o u s in g  D e v e lo p m e n t:
Roughly half of the respondents were willing to agree not to engage in housing 
development. Slightly less that half were unwilling and only four were uncertain (Table
5.1). The most commonly encountered condition stipulated by those willing was the need 
for compensation. Several respondents explained that their land was a major form of 
economic security and that if they were to eliminate all potential of selling land for 
development then they would need compensation. Countless times I listened to ranchers 
explain that their land was their retirement. Other conditions were the following: 
‘"Keeping my standard of living”, “Being able to build additional houses for my family”, 
and “Keeping authority.” Of those who were unwilling the most common reason was that 
they did not want to eliminate the possibility of future financial gain through housing 
development or selling their land. Cross tabulation analysis showed a substantial 
relationship among age groups and willingness and unwillingness. Those in the younger 
age ranges of 31-40 and 41-50 were more willing, while the 51-65 age group were not 
(Appendix J).
R o a d  C o n s tr u c t io n :
Almost half of the respondents did not want to restrict their ability to construct 
roads on their land. Less than half were willing and only four were uncertain (Table 5.1). 
Most ranchers explained to me that they had all the roads that they needed but they did 
not want to eliminate the possibility that they might need some in the future. One 
respondent who was willing explained that he would like to have compensation to reclaim
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unneeded roads on his property. And of those who were unwilling, the most common 
response was that they did not want to limit their future options or authority on their 
private lands. It is worthwhile to note that for all of the questions pertaining to specific 
NREPA agreements, there were ten respondents who explained that they did not plan to 
engage in clear-cutting, mining, housing development, or road construction. They simply 
did not want to formalize any agreements with the federal government.
Willingness to Exchange Land with the Federal Government for the 
Purposes of Establishing a Biological Corridor
The respondents of Lewis & Clark County were reluctant to exchange their land
with the federal government in order to create a biological corridor (Table 5.1). While a
little less than half were favorable to the proposition, roughly a third were unfavorable,
and one-fifth were uncertain. The conditions reported by respondents who were willing
were detailed and varied. They are grouped into the most commonly reported conditions
and are listed in descending order of frequency (Table 5.4).
Table 5.4 Conditions Listed by Respondents who were Favorable to Land
Exchanges
1. Must be economically advantageous
2. Must be in close geographic proximity to their current land holdings
3. Must consider land quality and availability
Considering the open-ended nature of this question, many respondents were 
uncertain and many explained that they preferred to manage their ranchers as cohesive 
units. In fact, several explained that their families before them had purchased adjacent 
land piece by piece to create a more easily managed ranch. Another common reason 
echoed by those unfavorable to land exchanges is aptly expressed in the following, “I’ve
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lived here all my life and have a sentimental attachment to this land, the roots are too 
deep.” Others simply wanted to keep ranching where they were and wanted to pass their 
land on to their children. These results show that trying to create a corridor by offering 
federal lands in exchange for private lands would be impractical in the Lewis & Clark 
Study Area.
Willingness to Sell Land at Fair Market Value to the Federal Government 
for the Purposes of Establishing a Biological Corridor
The data in this study clearly shows that respondents do not want to sell their land
to the federal government for the purposes of establishing a biological corridor (Table
5.1). In fact, nearly two-thirds of all respondents were unwilling and only seven
respondents were uncertain. Of the minority who were willing, the most common
condition stipulated was that they would do so only if it were economically advantageous.
One respondent explained that they would do so only “if there were guarantees that the
land would remain undeveloped.”
Myriad reasons for not wanting to sell land to the government were reported by
respondents. They have been organized in descending order of frequency below.
Table 5.5 Reasons Respondents were Unwilling to Sell Their Land to the Federal
Government
1. Federal Government does not need to own a corridor, it should stay in private hands.
2. A Corridor would be best managed by local groups rather than the government
3. Want to keep ranch in the family.
4. Sentimental attachment to land is too strong.
5. Need all of their land, and want to keep ranching.
6. Fair market value would not come close to the cash offers received.
7. Private landowners are better stewards than the federal government.
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These results demonstrate that proposed federal land exchanges or acquisition in 
the Lewis & Clark County Study Area would he unsuccessful. Respondents prefer private 
ownership to federal, and in most cases want to control their private property in the 
manner they see fit. Additionally, I believe that most people I talked to during this study 
enjoy ranching and want their children to have the opportunity to ranch in the future.
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Habitat Quality and Quantity & Acres of Non-Commercially Utilized Land 
Results:
A majority of respondents report that habitat quality on their private land has 
improved, a small portion reported worsened conditions, and roughly one-fifth report no 
change. Almost two-thirds of respondents indicated an increase in habitat quantity, a very 
small percentage report a decrease and approximately one-third indicated that the quantity 
of habitat stayed the same (Table 5.6).
Table 5.6 Respondent Perception of Habitat Quality and Quantity
Improved Worsened Stayed the Same
Habitat Quality 73% 9% 18%
Increased Decreased Stayed the Same
Habitat Quantity 59% 5% 36%
The total acres of non-commercially utilized land i.e., ungrazed, uncut, unused 
land was approximately 62,776 acres.
Discussion and Interpretations:
It is encouraging that respondents report an improvement in habitat quality on their 
land. However, this result may be misleading considering that the definition of habitat 
quality is subjective and species specific. Ranchers may be indicating that forage levels for 
their cattle are improving. This does not necessarily mean that other wildlife benefit as 
well. The finding that habitat quantity is increasing as reported by a large number of 
respondents suggests that landowners are increasing their acreage or may be making more 
efficient use of a stable land base. This information may be useful in corroborating or 
refuting landowner perceptions of habitat quality from a biological basis at some future
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date if corridor implementation came to fruition. While these data give a general and 
albeit imperfect assessment of habitat quality trends, anecdotal stories from several 
ranchers suggest that over the last forty years, many species of wildlife, specifically mule 
deer, white-tail, and elk numbers have increased. Again, this may reflect reintroduction 
efforts and tightly controlled harvest levels and not necessarily improved stewardship 
resulting in improved habitat conditions.
Considering that the Lewis & Clark County Study Area covers approximately 
1050 square miles, or roughly 672,000 acres, it is noteworthy that approximately 62,776 
acres as reported by respondents are in a ‘̂ natural” or non-commercial state. Exactly half 
of the 44 respondents indicated that “zero acres" of their land was land was non­
commercial. Several respondents indicated that lands that fit the non-commercial 
description were high mountain ridges, canyons, and generally inaccessible topography for 
cattle grazing. While 62,776 is sizable, it is hard to assess any positive contribution to 
corridor viability considering that these acreage are spread out over a vast landscape that 
is dominated by cattle ranching and are not the most productive bottomland either.
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Landowner Preference for Cooperating with Federal, State, and Regional/Local 
Agencies and Groups
Results:
These data represent respondents’ willingness and preference to cooperate in a 
corridor plan given a variety of choices among federal, state, and local agencies and 
groups.
Landowners clearly prefer to cooperate at the local level with state conseivation 
agencies and local conservation groups rather than with federal land management agencies 
(Table 5.7). For example, 55% of the respondents are willing to cooperate in some 
manner with Montana’s Department of State Lands, 50% are willing to cooperate with 
Montana’s Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, and nearly half are willing 
to work with Montana’s Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks. Additionally, 55% of 
the respondents are willing to work with the Montana Land Reliance,, a land conservation 
organization based in Helena, MT (Table 5.7). In all cases except for the ambiguous 
choices of “Local/Regional Environmental Groups” and “Land Trust”, respondents’ 
indicated very low percentages of uncertainty. Apparently, landowners know who they 
would and wouldn’t work with. Respondents were also asked if there were any other 
groups or agencies not on the lists that they would be willing to work with. The six 
respondents who commented, suggested the following: The Greater Yellowstone 
Coalition, American Wildlands, Montana Wilderness Association, Defenders of Wildlife 
(these four previous groups were mentioned by one person), The Lewis & Clark County 
Soil Conservation District, The Montana Stockgrowers Association, “A Land Association
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of Interested Landowners”, The Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, and The Prickly Pear 
Land Trust.
Table 5.7 Respondent Preference for Cooperating with Federal, State, and 
Regional/Local Agencies and Groups One respondent d id not indicate a preference fo r  the 
“Land Trust” choice which accounts fo r  a 2.27% data gap.
Willing % Willing Uncertain % Uncertain Unwilling % Unwilling
US Forest Service 14 31.82% 7 15.91% 23 52.27%
US Fish & Wildlife 
Service
9 20.45% 6 13.64% 29 65.91%
Bureau of Land 
Management
16 36.36% 6 13.64% 22 50.00%
Montana Dept, of 
State Lands
24 54.55% 5 11.36% 15 34.09%
Montana Dept, of 
Fish, Wildlife & 
Parks
20 45.45% 4 9.09% 20 45.45%
Montana Dept, of 
Natural Resources 
and Conservation
22 50.00% 4 9.09% 18 40.91%
Local/Regional
Environmental
Groups
10 22.73% 13 29.55% 21 47.73%
Land Trust* 17 38.64% 10 22.73% 16 36.36%
The Nature 
Conservancy
18 40.91% 4 9.09% 22 50.00%
Montana Land 
Reliance
24 54.55% 5 11.36% 15 34.09%
Discussion and Interpretations:
The potential to create a biological corridor in the Lewis & Clark County Study is 
encouraging if it is discussed, implemented, and administered by state conservation 
agencies and local conservation groups. Considering that more than half of the 
respondents are willing to work at the state and local level, it is a hopeful beginning for 
large scale landscape conservation initiatives. While it was not in the scope of this study 
to define explicitly what a cooperative arrangement might actually be, the data presented
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here show that respondents in this particular portion of the Northern Rocky Mountains are 
at least open to the idea of cooperation at the state and local level.
I was not surprised that respondents expressed uncertainty and unwillingness to 
work with the general concept of a “Local/Regional Environmental Group”. Yet, when 
offered a land conservation group, The Montana Land Reliance, more than half of the 
respondents were willing to work with the group. It is not surprising that the Montana 
Land Reliance is perceived by landowners as a potential partner for biological corridor 
creation considering the groups mission is to protect “ranching as a way of life”. It is also 
encouraging that almost half of the respondents regard the various conservation agencies 
at the state level as potential partners in conservation.
Conclusions:
The prospects for creating a biological corridor in the Lewis & Clark County 
Study Area is encouraging. However, it will not happen through proposed legislation 
like the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act. This study clearly illustrates 
private landowners’ reluctance and refusal to cooperate with the federal government. 
More than half o f the respondents do not want to engage in cooperative agreements with 
the federal government, nor do they wish to sell or exchange their land with the 
government. Clearly, the respondents of the Lewis & Clark County Study Area do not 
want to involve themselves with the bureaucracies from Washington, DC.
Not only are respondents hesitant to cooperate with agencies, they are unwilling 
to tolerate wildlife that compete for forage with their cattle or may occasionally predate 
on their livestock. A utilitarian management regime is pervasive among the Lewis & 
Clark County Study Area respondents. Killing or removing ungulates, predators, and 
small mammals is the modus operandi on the east and west side of the Divide in this part 
of Montana. The analysis of attitudes towards wildlife in this study yielded mid-levels of 
tolerance towards different animal species. In fact, this work suggests that the perception 
and definition of what constitutes wildlife is narrow—so narrow that there is not room for 
the large predators like grizzly bear and wolves to wander freely in their rightful homes. 
Almost 70% of the landowners in this study indicated that there are animals that are not 
compatible with their land use practices. Those species, not surprisingly are wolves, 
grizzly bears, mountain lions, elk, coyotes, gophers, and black bears in descending order 
most frequently cited as being incompatible. However, the threshold of tolerance, albeit 
low, is convoluted by the very fact that almost two-thirds of the respondents report the
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presence of wolves in this region, yet only four respondents reported any interference. 
While wolf numbers are most likely below minimum viable populations in this region, it is 
paradoxical to compare respondents attitudes towards wovles with how little interference 
wolves actually cause in this region. However, it is important not to forget those 
respondents who have adapted and continue to adapt to wildlife. There are those using 
innovative grazing systems, leaving fences open for elk migrations, using portable solar 
powered fencing so that livestock can be easily moved away from riparian areas and 
ungulate migration routes; there are those raising bison, and many use guard dogs, 
llamas, and donkeys in place of the gun and trap. Many construct fencing so that 
antelope and their newborns can crawl through, some place conservation easements on 
their property to protect elk winter range, many have long term timber harvest plans, and 
there are those who mow around ground nesting birds during the hay harvest.
Considering the attitudes towards the federal government and species that 
interfere with ranch operations, what if any encouraging results can be drawn from this 
analysis? Perhaps fundamental in discussing large landscape conservation is the land base 
any proposal or plan would encompass. Evidence from this study suggests that a stable 
land use regime may prevent fragmentation of the land base. The respondents in this 
study are primarily ranchers and very few are engaged in housing development or large 
scale mining operations. However, it would be naive to suggest that the Lewis & Clark 
County Study Area is immune to development, fragmentation and exploitation— 
fluctuations in cattle prices, profitability of cattle operations, property tax rates, land
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values, and potential mineral discovery are just some of the forces that will continue to 
mold land use decisions by private property owners in this region.
However today, given that the dominant land use practice is ranching, it is 
encouraging that more than half of the respondents are willing to reduce livestock 
numbers and change grazing patterns for wildlife. Ranchers are willing to eliminate the 
use of herbicides given effective alternatives and those who are harvesting timber are 
willing to alter timber cutting methods and leave portions uncut for the benefit of wildlife. 
And perhaps even more encouraging are the large numbers of respondents who are 
willing to place conservation easements on their land. Combine these positive findings 
with the fact that more than half of the landowners are willing to cooperate with state 
agencies and local conservation groups for the purpose of establishing a corridor and the 
prospects begin to more viable. In fact, with a stable land base and a willingness to work 
from the local level, the moderate tolerance toward wildlife can be confronted. Luckily 
this landscape is not yet dotted with condos and ranchettes that fragment habitat. This 
study provides new data and a basis from which to work with landowners—to build trust 
and foster relationships that will benefit wildlife in the long term. This work also 
suggests that we listen and learn from those voices in the working landscape that are 
making it as ranchers, but also share the land with the coyote, the bear, and the wolf.
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Appendix A Sample Questionnaire
Lewis & Clark County Biological Corridor Assessment Questionnaire
Introduction: State name, goals of study, confidentiality, thank respondent for their time and cooperation. 
Section I Respondent's Background
1. During your adult life what has been your principal occupation?
[ ] ranching 
[ ] laborer 
[ ] professional 
[ ] educator 
[ ] office worker 
[ ] service sector 
[ ] business owner 
[ ] outfitter 
[ ] other
2. Please characterize the place where you grew up.
Was it?
[ ] rural 
[ ] urban 
[ ] suburban 
[ ] other
3. Please tell me into which of the following age ranges you fall.
[ ] under 21 
[ ] 22-30 
[]  31-40 
[ ] 41- 50 
[]  51-65 
[ ] over 65
4. Note Sex of Primary Respondent (s).
[ ] male 
[ ] female
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Section II Landowner Perceptions of Wildlife:
1 .1 am going to read through a list of animals. I would like you to indicate if you see them on your land seasonally, 
year-round, or as occasional visitors. Additionally, I will ask you to indicate if and how the animal interferes with 
your land use practices or property and finally, if and how you respond to the animal.
[ ] Elk [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor
[ ] Interferes?
How?
[ ] eats hay /grain 
[ ] other 
Response?
[ ] shoot [ ] fencing [ ] noxious scenting [ ] presence of dogs [ ] do nothing 
[ ] other
[ ] Mule deer [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor
[ ] Interferes?
How?
[ ] eats hay/grain 
[ ] other 
Response?
[ ] shoot [ ] fencing [ ] noxious scenting [ ] presence of dogs [ ] do nothing 
[ ] other
[ ] White-tailed deer [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor
[ ] Interferes?
How?
[ ] eats hay/grain 
[ ] other 
Response?
[ ] shoot [ ] fencing [ ] noxious scenting [ ] presence of dogs [ ] do nothing 
[ ] other
[ ] Wolves [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor
[ ] Interferes?
How?
[ ] Eats livestock 
[ ] other 
Response?
[ ] shoot [ ] trap [ ] poison [ ] presence of dogs [ ] do nothing [ ] other
[ ] Grizzly bear [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor
[ ] Interferes?
How?
[ ] Eats livestock 
[ ] other
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Response?
[ ] shoot [ ] trap [ ] poison [ ] presence of dogs [ ] do nothing 
[ ] other
[ ] Black bear [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor
[ ] Interferes?
How?
[ ] Eats livestock 
[ ] other 
Response?
[ ] shoot [ ] trap [ ] poison [ ] presence of dogs [ ] do nothing 
[ ] other
[ ] Coyotes [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor
[ ] Interferes?
How?
[ ] Eats livestock 
[ ] other 
Response?
[ ] shoot [ ] trap [ ] poison [ ] presence of dogs [ ] do nothing 
[ ] other
[ ] Mountain lion [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor
[ ] Interferes?
How?
[ ] Eats livestock 
[ ] other 
Response?
[ ] shoot [ ] trap [ ] poison [ ] presence of dogs [ ] do nothing 
[ ] other
[ ] Prairie dogs [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor
[ ] Interferes?
How?
[ ] creates hazards for livestock
[ ] other
Response?
[ ] shoot [ ] trap [ ] poison [ ] presence of dogs [ ] do nothing [ ] other
[ ] G. Squirrel (gopher) [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor
[ ] Interferes?
How?
[ ] creates hazards for livestock
[ ] other
Response?
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[ ] shoot [ ] trap [ ] poison [ ] presence of dogs [ ] do nothing [ ] other
[ ] Woodchucks [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor
[ ] Interferes?
How?
[ ] creates hazards for livestock
[] other
Response?
[ ] shoot [ ] trap [ ] poison [ ] presence of dogs [ ] do nothing [ ] other
Please tell me if your have seen the following animals on your land as seasonal, year-round, or occasional visitors. 
And please indicate if they interfere with your land use or property.
[ ] Sharped tailed grouse [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor [ ] interferes
[ ] Big horned sheep [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor [ ] interferes
[ ] Mountain goat [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor [ ] interferes
[] Lynx [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor [ ] interferes
[ ] Wolverine [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor [ ] interferes
[ ] Fisher [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor [ ] interferes
[ ] R. Pheasant [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor [ ] interferes
[ ] Marten [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor [ ] interferes
[ ] Bobcat [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor [ ] interferes
[ ] Moose [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor [ ] interferes
[ ] G. Prairie Chicken [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor [ ] interferes
[ ] L. Prairie Chicken [ ] seasonal [ ] year-round [ ] occasional visitor [ ] interferes
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In the following sections, I will ask you a variety of questions about your land use. I will also ask about your 
willingness to alter your land management for the benefit of wildlife if you could choose the conditions under which 
these changes would take place. Such conditions could include direct compensation, tax relief through conservation 
easements, imposition of hunting fees, maintaining full control over property, or any other conditions you feel 
necessary. So, for example, if you were willing to change some practice, you might respond, "I'd be willing but 
under the condition that I would be compensated."
Section III Ranching:
1. Are you currently ranching your land?
If Yes, ask to briefly describe operation, record below, then ask questions la., lb., and 1c. below.
If No. then ask, Are you planning to ranch your land?
If Yes, ask to briefly describe operation, record below, then ask questions la., lb., and 1c. below 
substituting the italicized word in parentheses where evident.
If No, then ask question 2 on page 6.
[ ] Currently Ranching [ ] Planning to Ranch
[ ] Cow/Calf [ ] Purebred/Cattle [ ] Sheep [ ] combination [ ] Llama [ ] other 
[ ] Alfalfa [ ] Range/wild hay [ ] Grain [ ] other
I will read a statement and ask you to respond to it by answering strongly willing, willing' uncertain, unwilling, or 
strongly unwilling.
la. If you could choose the conditions, how 
willing would you be to reduce the number of 
livestock that you (plan to) graze in order to 
enhance wildlife movement on your land?
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
lb. If you could choose the conditions, how 
willing would you be to change grazing 
patterns for the seasonal needs of wildlife? 
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
lc. If you could choose the conditions, how strongly strongly
willing would you be to move or remove fences willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
that can be obstacles to wildlife? 5 4 3 2 1
Under what conditions? Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
strongly strongly
willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
5 4 3 2 1
strongly strongly
willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
5 4 3 2 1
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2. Are you planning to sell or lease your land for ranching?
If Yes, ask to briefly explain, record below, then ask questions 2a., 2b., and 2c. below. 
If No, then ask question 1 in Section IV on page 7.
[ ] Planning to sell or lease land for Ranching
[ ] Cattle [ ] Sheep [ ] Llamas [ ] combination [ ] hay production [ ] other
I will read a statement and ask you to respond to it by answering strongly willing, willing; uncertain, unwilling, or 
strongly unwilling.
2a. If you could choose the conditions, how 
willing would you be to attach restrictions 
to the sale/lease that would require a 
reduced number of livestock to provide 
suitable habitat for wildlife movement?
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
2b. If you could choose the conditions, how 
willing would you be to attach restrictions 
to the sale/lease that modified grazing 
patterns for the seasonal needs of wildlife? 
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
2c. If you could choose the conditions, how strongly strongly
willing would you be to attach restrictions willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
to the sale/lease that would require the 5 4 3 2 1
removal of fences that are obstacles to wildlife?
Under what conditions? Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
strongly strongly
willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
5 4 3 2 1
strongly strongly
willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
5 4 3 2 1
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Section IV Timber Harvest:
1. Are you currently harvesting timber off your land?
If Yes, ask to briefly describe operation, record below, then ask questions la. and lb. below.
If No, then ask, Are you planning to harvest timber from your land?
If Yes, ask to briefly describe operation, record below, then ask questions la. and lb. below substituting the 
italicized word in parentheses where evident 
If No, then ask question 2 on page 8.
[ ] Currently Harvesting Timber [ ] Planning to Harvest Timber 
[ ] woodlot for ranching/home heating needs 
[ ] even-aged cutting for commercial sale 
[ ] selective cut for commercial sale 
[ ] seed tree cut for commercial sale 
[ ] land leased to private company 
[ ] other
I will read a statement and ask you to respond to it by answering strongly willing, willing, uncertain, unwilling, or 
strongly unwilling.
la. If you could choose the conditions, how strongly strongly
willing would you be to alter your timber willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
harvest methods to provide suitable habitat for 5 4 3 2 1
wildlife movement?
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation 
[ ] tax relief 
[ ] other
lb. If vou could choose the conditions, how 
willing would you be to leave portions of 
forested habitat uncut for the benefit of 
wildlife?
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation 
[ ] tax relief 
[ ] other
strongly
willing willing
5 4
strongly
uncertain unwilling unwilling
3 2 1
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2. Are you planning to sell your land or lease your land for timber harvest?
If Yes, ask to briefly explain, record below, then ask questions 2a. and 2b. below.
If No, then ask question I in Section V on page 9.
[ ] Planning to sell/lease for timber harvest 
[ ] woodlot for ranching/home heating needs 
[ ] even-aged cutting for commercial sale 
[ ] selective cut for commercial sale 
[ ] seed tree cut for commercial sale 
[ ] land leased to private company 
[ ] other
I will read a statement and ask you to respond to it by answering strongly willing, willing, uncertain, unwilling, or 
strongly unwilling.
2a. If you could choose the conditions, how strongly strongly
willing would you be to attach restrictions willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
to the sale/lease that would require harvest 5 4 3 2 1
methods to provide suitable habitat for 
wildlife movement?
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief 
[ ] other
2b. If you could choose the conditions, how strongly strongly
willing would your be to attach restrictions willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
to the sale/lease that would require portions of 5 4 3 2 1
forested habitat left uncut for the benefit of 
wildlife?
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief 
[ ] other
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Section V Mining
1. Are you currently mining your land?
If Yes, ask to briefly describe operation, record below, then ask question la. below.
If No, then ask, Are you planning to mine your land?
If Yes, ask to briefly describe operation, record below, then ask questions la.,substituting in the italicized word in 
parentheses where evident. If No, then ask question 2 below.
[ ] Current Mining [ ] Planning to Mine
[ ] surface 
[ ] sub-surface 
[]  other
I will read a statement and ask you to respon 
strongly unwilling.
la. If you could choose the conditions, how 
willing would you be to alter your (planned) 
mining practices to provide suitable habitat 
for wildlife movement?
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
2. Are you planning to sell or lease your land for mining?
If Yes, ask to briefly explain, record below, then ask question 2a. below.
If No, then ask question 1 in Section VI on page 10.
[ ] Planning to sell/lease land for mining
[ ] surface [ ] sub-surface [ ] other
I will read a statement and ask you to respond to it by answering strongly willing, willing, uncertain, unwilling, or 
strongly unwilling.
2a. If you could choose the conditions, how strongly strongly
willing would you be to attach restrictions willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
to the sale/lease that would require mining 5 4 3 2 1
methods to provide suitable habitat for wildlife movement?
Under what conditions? Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
id to it by answering strongly willing, willing, uncertain, unwilling, or
strongly strongly
willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
5 4 3 2 1
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Section VI Housing Development
1. Are you currently engaged in housing development on your land?
If Yes, ask to briefly describe operation, record below, then ask questions la., lb., and 1c. below.
If No, then ask, Are you planning to engage in housing development on your land?
If Yes, ask to briefly describe operation, record below, then ask questions la., lb., and 1c. below substituting in the 
italicized word in parentheses where evident. If No, then ask question 2 on page 11.
[ ] Currently developing land [ ] Planning to develop land [ ] other
I will read a statement and ask you to respond to it by answering strongly willing, willing, uncertain, unwilling, or 
strongly unwilling.
la. If you could choose the conditions, how strongly strongly
willing would you be to cluster the houses in willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
your (planned) development to leave portions 5 4 3 2 1
of land for wildlife habitat?
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
lb. If you could choose the conditions, how strongly strongly
willing would you be to minimize road densities willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
on your (planned) development? 5 4 3 2 1
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
lc. If you could choose the conditions, how 
willing would you be to limit overall density 
of houses in your (planned) development? 
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
strongly strongly
willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
5 4 3 2 1
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2. Are you planning to sell your land for housing development?
If Yes, ask to briefly explain, record below, then ask questions 2a., 2b, and 2c. below. 
If No, then ask question 1 in Section VII on page 12.
[ ] planning to sell for development [ ] planning to sell [ ] other
I will read a statement and ask you to respond to it by answering strongly willing, willing, uncertain, unwilling, or 
strongly unwilling.
3a. If you could choose the conditions, how strongly strongly
willing would you be to attach restrictions willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
to the sale of your land that would require 5 4 3 2 1
cluster development?
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
3b. If your could choose the conditions, how 
willing would you be to attach restrictions 
to the sale of your land that would require 
minimized road densities?
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
strongly strongly
willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
5 4 3 2 1
3c. If you could choose the conditions, how strongly strongly
willing would you be to attach restrictions willing willing uncertain unwilling unwilling
to the sale of your land would require limited 5 4 3 2 1
housing density?
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
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Section VII Farming
1. Are you currently farming your land?
If Yes, ask to briefly describe operation, record below, then ask questions la., lb., lc., and Id. below.
If No, then ask, Are you planning to farm your land?
If Yes, ask to briefly describe operation, record below, then ask questions la., lb., lc., and Id., below substituting in 
the italicized word in parentheses where evident. If No, then ask question 2 on page 13.
[ ] Currently Farming [ ] Planning to farm [ ] wheat [ ] dairy [ ] other
I will read a statement and ask you to respond to it by answering strongly willing, willing, uncertain, unwilling, or 
strongly unwilling.
la. If you could choose the conditions, how Strongly
willing would you be to move or remove fences Willing
that can be obstacles to wildlife? 5
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
lb. If you could choose the conditions, how Strongly
willing would you be to remove and rotate crops Willing
from portions of your land for seasonal wildlife 5
habitat needs?
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
Strongly
Willing Uncertain Unwilling Unwilling
4 3 2 1
Strongly
Willing Uncertain Unwilling Unwilling
4 3 2 1
lc. If you could choose the conditions, how Strongly Strongly
willing would you be to delay your first haying Willing Willing Uncertain Unwilling Unwilling
for the seasonal nesting habitat needs 5 4 3 2 1
of birds? (mid-July)
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
Id. If you could choose the conditions, how 
willing would you be to eliminate the use of 
herbicides and pesticides if you use them? 
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
Strongly Strongly
Willing Willing Uncertain Unwilling Unwilling
5 4 3 2 1
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2. Are you planning to sell or lease your land for farming?
If Yes, ask to briefly explain, record below, then ask questions 2a., 2b, 2c., and 2d. below.
If No, then ask question 1 in Section VIII on page 14.
[ ] planning to sell/lease for farming [ ] wheat [ ] dairy [ ] other
I will read a statement and ask you to respond to it by answering strongly willing, willing, uncertain, unwilling, or 
strongly unwilling.
2a. If you could choose the conditions, how Strongly
willing would you be to attach restrictions Willing Willing
to the sale/lease that would require removal 5 4
or altered placement of fences that are obstacles to wildlife?
Under what circumstances?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
2b. If you could choose the conditions, how Strongly
willing would you be to attach restrictions Willing
to the sale/lease that require removal and rotation 5 
of crops for seasonal wildlife habitat needs?
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
2c. If you could choose the conditions, how Strongly
willing would you be to attach restrictions Willing
to die sale/lease that require delayed first haying 5 
for seasonal nesting habitat of birds? (until mid-July)
Under what conditions?
Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
2d. If you could choose the conditions, how Strongly Strongly
willing would you be to attach restrictions Willing Willing Uncertain Unwilling Unwilling 
to the sale/lease that require the elimination of 5 4 3 2 1
pesticides and herbicides if you use them?
Under what conditions? Why not?
[ ] direct compensation [ ] tax relief [ ] other
Strongly
Willing Uncertain Unwilling Unwilling
4 3 2 1
Strongly
Willing Uncertain Unwilling Unwilling
4 3 2 1
Strongly
Uncertain Unwilling Unwilling
3 2 1
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Section VIII
1. Is your land under any production or use that has not been asked about?
If Yes then ask to briefly explain and record below.
If No then go to section IX and ask all remaining questions.
[ ] stabling horses 
[ ] Christmas tree farming 
[ ] chicken farming 
[ ] "Dude" ranching/bed & breakfast 
[ ] other
Section IX NREP AJ Attitudes of Wildlife
In this section I am going to ask about wildlife corridors and your willingness to voluntarily cooperate in a proposed 
corridor in the Helena Valley. A wildlife corridor for the purposes of this study is defined as the portion of the 
Helena Valley that would allow movement of wide ranging mammals between the National Forests on the east and 
west. I will read a statement and ask you to respond to it by answering strongly willing, willing, uncertain, 
unwilling, or strongly unwilling.
1. Under the appropriate conditions would you 
be willing to enter into a voluntary agreement 
with the federal government to include your 
land in a wildlife corridor?
Under what conditions?
Why not?
strongly
Willing
5
Willing Uncertain
4 3
strongly 
Unwilling Unwilling 
2 1
2. Under the appropriate conditions would you 
be willing to enter into a voluntary agreement 
with the federal government under which you 
would not engage in:
2a. Clear-Cutting (Even-aged harvest) strongly
Willing Willing Uncertain Unwilling Unwilling
5 4 3 2 1
Under what conditions?
Why not?
2b. Mining
Under what conditions? 
Why not?
strongly
Willing
5
Willing
4
Uncertain
3
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strongly 
Unwilling Unwilling 
2 1
2c. Housing Development
Under what conditions? 
Why not?
strongly
Willing
5
Willing
4
Uncertain
3
strongly 
Unwilling Unwilling 
2 1
2d. Road Construction
Under what conditions? 
Why not?
strongly
Willing
5
Willing
4
Uncertain
3
strongly 
Unwilling Unwilling 
2 1
3. Would you be willing to exchange a portion strongly
of your land with a federal agency such as Willing
the USFS, BLM, or USFWS for property of 5
equal market value for the creation of a 
wildlife corridor?
Why not?
Willing Uncertain
4 3
strongly 
Unwilling Unwilling 
2 1
4. Would you be willing to sell a portion strongly
of your land at fair market value to a Willing
federal agency such as the USFS, BLM, or 5
USFWS to establish a wildlife corridor?
Why not?
Willing
4
Uncertain
3
strongly 
Unwilling Unwilling 
2 1
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In the next section I will read a variety of statements about wildlife and record your perceptions of them.
I will read a sentence and ask you to respond to it by answering strongly agree, agree, uncertain, disagree, strongly 
disagree.
Strongly Agree 5 Agree 4 Uncertain 3 Disagree 2 Strongly Disagree 1
As a landowner I think it is 
important to provide habitat 
for animal communities
■
As a landowner I think it is 
important to provide habitat 
for native plant communities
The presence of wildlife on my 
land enhance my quality of life
Wolves using the Helena 
Valley as a wildlife corridor 
between the national forests 
would enhance my quality of 
life
Wolves living in the Helena 
Valley would enhance my 
quality of life
Grizzly bears using the Helena 
Valley as a travel corridor 
between the national forests 
would enhance my quality of 
life
Some portions of my land 
should be left in a natural, non­
commercial state
It is important to manage land 
so as to minimize adverse 
effects to wildlife
14. How has your land changed since you have owned it with respect to the quality and quantity of wildlife habitat?
Would you say that the quality of habitat has:
[ ] Improved [ ] Worsened [ ] Stayed same [ ] other 
Would you say that the quantity of habitat has:
[ ] Increased [ ] Decreased [ ] Stayed same [ ] other
15. Approximately how many acres of your land is not being used for any commercial activity? 
(note, commercial activity includes grazing livestock)
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16. Do you have dogs? How many?
[] 1 [ ] 2  [ ]3  [ ] 4 [ ] 4+
Section X Cooperation/Willingness/Conservation Easements:
The following questions are open ended. Please feel free to respond frankly and elaborate on points if you wish. 
Also, if at any point you find a question vague or ambiguous please ask for clarification.
1. The Helena Valley may provide a link or wildlife corridor for animals between the Scapegoat Wilderness/Helena 
Nat. Forest and the Gate of the Mtns. Wilderness/Helena Nat. Forest. Do you consider your current land use 
practices compatible with wildlife movement? Are there any animals with which your land use practices are not 
compatible?
2. While you may be familiar with conservation easements, I will read a brief statement describing them and then 
ask to respond to a question.
A conservation easement is a legal document developed by a landowner and a land conservation organization that 
determines specific uses of a parcel of private property. It is signed by both parties and recorded in the county 
records as a permanent deed restriction on the property. A landowner who has relinquished some rights through a 
conservation easement retain all other rights, including the right to build additional buildings at specific locations 
and the right to sell the property. Easements can provide substantial tax reductions or direct monetary 
compensation.
2a. Would you be willing to place some portion of your land under conservation easement provisions agreed upon 
by you and a non-governmental group like a land trust if you would receive tax reductions or direct compensation as 
a result?
[] yes 
[] no
[ ] uncertain
3. Some of the following are typical restrictions found in conservation easements designed to protect and restore 
wildlife habitat and maintain biological diversity. Which of the following restrictions would you place on your land 
if you agreed to an easement?
C irc le
Yes/No/Not Sure -prohibit the introduction of non-native species 
Yes/No/Not Sure -limit or prohibit timbering
Yes/No/Not Sure -prohibit dredging, filling, or mining
Yes/No/Not Sure -restrict the type, number, and locations of
buildings, roads, and other improvements 
Yes/No/Not Sure -prohibit alteration of natural water bodies
Yes/No/Not Sure -prohibit all-terrain vehicles, dune buggies,
motorcycles, and other motorized vehicles 
from specified portions of land1
1
Conservation Easements, The Nature Conservancy HG PUBS/LEGAL 7/92 pg 6.
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4. If you were willing to voluntarily cooperate in a corridor plan what agency or organization would you be most 
willing to work with? Please indicate your preference after I have read the following choices.
U.S. Forest Service [ ] Willing [ ] Uncertain [ ] Unwilling
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service [ ] Willing [ ] Uncertain [ ] Unvdlling
Bureau of Land Management [ ] Willing [ ] Uncertain [ ] Unwilling
Montana Dept, of State Lands [ ] Willing [ ] Uncertain [ ] Unwilling
Montana Dept, of Fish Wildlife & Parks [ ] Willing [ ] Uncertain [ ] Unwilling
Montana Dept, of Natural Resources 
& Conservation
[ ] Willing [ ] Uncertain [ ] Unwilling
Local/Regional Environmental Groups [ ] Willing [ ] Uncertain [ ] Unwilling
Land Trust [ ] Willing [ ] Uncertain [ ] Unwilling
The Nature Conservancy [ ] Willing [ ] Uncertain [ ] Unwilling
Montana Land Reliance [ ] Willing [ ] Uncertain [ ] Unwilling
Other
Explain/ Ask Why?
5. Are there any issues that we haven't discussed that you would like to address?
6. Do you have any questions for me?
Thank participant.
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Appendix B Sample Letter
S e t h  M.  W i l s o n  
104 Jefferson  St . M issoula , M ontana  59802 (406) 54,3-2792
Dear Landowner,
Hello. My name is Seth Wilson and I'm a graduate student at the University of Montana working 
on my Master's of Science in environmental studies.
I am currently working on my thesis which focuses on private land management and local 
perceptions and attitudes of wildlife. I write to you because I hope to learn more about your way 
of life and how you do business. While much attention is focused on public land management in 
the West, I believe that private landowners and those who make their living from the land have 
valuable insights regarding management of land.
More specifically, I want to determine whether private landowners in the Canyon Creek, Wolf 
Creek, Lincoln region, Sieben Flats, and northern Helena Valley are willing to participate in a 
voluntary corridor plan to enhance wildlife movement. I believe that it is vital to hear your 
opinions, your views, and your beliefs when proposals encompass private lands.
I will give you a call in the coming weeks to ask if you would spare 30 to 40 minutes to speak with 
me and fill out a questionnaire. All your responses will be kept strictly anonymous and 
confidential. I'm a student seeking to complete an objective and thorough study. I am not 
employed by any environmental organizations nor am I advocating any particular proposals. I look 
forward to hearing your views and greatly appreciate your help. Thanks very much.
Sincerely,
Seth Wilson
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Appendix C Introduction to Respondents and Explanation of Study
Introduce myself:
Time-frame: This questionnaire should take approximately 45 min. to 1 hour.
Goals of Study: I’m a graduate student working on the M.S. in Environmental 
Studies at the University of Montana. I’m interested in a proposed statute, HB 852, The 
Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act, particularly their biological corridor 
proposals. Here are some maps that shows corridors between the national parks, national 
forests, wilderness areas and the study area here in Lewis & Clark County (Figure 1.1, 
Figure 1.2, and Figure 1.3). The act calls for the Secretary of Agriculture to seek out 
cooperative agreements with landowners that want to voluntarily work with the federal 
government. The questionnaire that I have here asks you a variety of questions "bout 
wildlife, your land use practices, and your willingness to voluntarily cooperate with the 
goals of the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act.
Confidentiality: All your responses are confidential. Only your opinions and 
views will be written about and made public.
Photographs: If you are willing to have your photograph taken please give me 
written permission.
Concluding Remarks: Thank respondent for their time and ask if they would like 
to have summary findings sent to them upon completion of thesis.
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Appendix D Cross Tabulation Analysis on Likert Scaled Attitudinal Statement 
Regarding the Importance of Animal Habitat for Enhancing Quality of Life T h e
f o l l o w i n g  ta b le  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  le v e l s  o f  a g r e e m e n t  t o  t h e  s ta te m e n t , “A s  a  l a n d o w n e r  I  t h i n k  i t  is  
im p o r ta n t  t o  p r o v i d e  h a b i ta t  f o r  a n i m a l  c o m m u n i t i e s ”. T h o s e  r e s p o n s e s  h a v e  b e e n  c r o s s  ta b u la t e d  b y  
d e m o g r a p h ic  d e s c r ip to r s  l i k e  L a n d  H o l d i n g  S i z e  a n d  O c c u p a t io n .  P e r c e n ta g e s  f o r  s o m e  o f  t h e  
c h a r a c te r i s t i c  g r o u p s  l i k e  O c c u p a t io n  a n d  B a c k g r o u n d  m a y  b e  g r e a te r  t h a n  1 0 0 %  a s  s o m e  la n d o w n e r s  
h a v e  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  j o b  a n d  m a y  h a v e  g r o w n  u p  in  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  s e t t in g .
Ave.% Strongly Ave.%Agree Ave.% Ave.% Ave.%Strongly
Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree
Number of Responses 14 24 4 2 0
Land Holding Size
Small 1000 0.0% 29.2% 25.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Med1000-5000 42.9% 54.2% 25.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Large5000+ 57.1% 16.7% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Occupation
Ranching 78.6% 91.7% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Laborer 7.1% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Professional 14.3% 16.7% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Educator 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Officer worker 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Service Sector 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Business owner 14.3% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Outfitter 7.1% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Background
Rural 85.7% 91.7% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Urban 21.4% 12.5% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Suburban 7.1% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Age 4.357143 4.791667 5.25 5.5 0
Sex 1.285714 1.166667 1 1 0
Animal Habitat 5 4 3 ' 2 0
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Appendix E Cross Tabulation Analysis on Likert Scaled Attitudinal Statement 
Regarding the Presence of Wildlife T h e  f o l l o w i n g  ta b le  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  l e v e l s  o f  a g r e e m e n t  to  
t h e  s ta te m e n t ,  u T h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  w i ld l i fe  o n  m y  l a n d  e n h a n c e  m y  q u a l i ty  o f  l i f e ”. T h o s e  r e s p o n s e s  h a v e  
b e e n  c r o s s  ta b u la t e d  b y  d e m o g r a p h ic  d e s c r ip to r s  l i k e  L a n d  H o l d i n g  S i z e  a n d  O c c u p a t io n .  P e r c e n ta g e s  
f o r  s o m e  o f  t h e  c h a r a c te r i s t i c  g r o u p s  l i k e  O c c u p a t io n  a n d  B a c k g r o u n d  m a y  b e  g r e a te r  t h a n  1 0 0 %  a s  
s o m e  la n d o w n e r s  h a v e  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  j o b  a n d  m a y  h a v e  g r o w n  u p  in  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  s e t t in g .
Ave.%Strongly Ave.%Agree Ave.% Ave.% Ave.%Strongly
Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree
Number of Responses 16 23 2 3 0
Land Holding Size
Small 1000 0.0% 34.8% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0%
Med1000-5000 50.0% 52.2% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0%
Large5000+ 50.0% 13.0% 100.0% 33.3% 0.0%
Occupation
Ranching 81.3% 91.3% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Laborer 6.3% 13.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Professional 12.5% 21.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Educator 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Officer worker 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Service Sector 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Business owner 12.5% 4.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Outfitter 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Background
Rural 87.5% 91.3% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Urban 31.3% 4.3% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0%
Suburban 6.3% 4.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Age 4.25 4.956522 5 5.333333 0
Sex 1.25 1.173913 1 1 0
Wildlife Presence 5 4 3 2 0
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Appendix F Cross Tabulation Analysis on Likert Scaled Attitudinal Statement 
Regarding Natural Portions of Land T h e  f o l l o w i n g  ta b le  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  l e v e l s  o f  a g r e e m e n t  to  
t h e  s ta te m e n t ,  “S o m e  p o r t i o n s  o f  m y  l a n d  s h o u l d  b e  l e f t  in  a  n a tu r a l ,  n o n - c o m m e r c ia l  s t a t e ”. T h o s e  
r e s p o n s e s  h a v e  b e e n  c r o s s  t a b u la t e d  b y  d e m o g r a p h ic  d e s c r ip to r s  l i k e  L a n d  H o l d i n g  S i z e  a n d  
O c c u p a t io n .  P e r c e n ta g e s  f o r  s o m e  o f  t h e  c h a r a c te r i s t i c  g r o u p s  l i k e  O c c u p a t io n  a n d  B a c k g r o u n d  m a y  
b e  g r e a te r  t h a n  1 0 0 %  a s  s o m e  la n d o w n e r s  h a v e  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  j o b  a n d  m a y  h a v e  g r o w n  u p  in  m o r e  
t h a n  o n e  s e t t in g .
Ave.%Strongly Ave.%Agree Ave.% Ave.% Ave.% Strongly
Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree
Number of Responses 11 16 2 12 3
Land Holding Size
Small 1000 9.1% 25.0% 0.0% 16.7% 66.7%
Med1000-5000 54.5% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Large5000+ 36.4% 25.0% 50.0% 33.3% 33.3%
Occupation
Ranching 72.7% 87.5% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Laborer 18.2% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Professional 18.2% 12.5% 0.0% 8.3% 66.7%
Educator 9.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Officer worker 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Service Sector 9.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Business owner 18.2% 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Outfitter 9.1% 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Background
Rural 81.8% 93.8% 100.0% 91.7% 100.0%
Urban 27.3% 6.3% 50.0% 16.7% 0.0%
Suburban 9.1% 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Age 4.272727 4.8125 3.5 5.333333 4.333333
Sex 1.363636 1.125 1.5 1.083333 1
Natural Land 5 4 3 2 1
I l l
Appendix G Cross Tabulation Analysis on Likert Scaled Attitudinal Statement 
Regarding Willingness to Manage Land with Minimum Adverse Effects to Wildlife
T h e  f o l l o w i n g  ta b le  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  le v e l s  o f  a g r e e m e n t  t o  t h e  s ta t e m e n t , “I t  i s  i m p o r ta n t  t o  m a n a g e  l a n d  
so  a s  to  m i n i m i z e  a d v e r s e  e f f e c t s  to  w i ld l i f e .” T h o s e  r e s p o n s e s  h a v e  b e e n  c r o s s  t a b u la te d  b y  
d e m o g r a p h ic  d e s c r ip to r s  l i k e  L a n d  H o l d i n g  S i z e  a n d  O c c u p a t io n .  P e r c e n ta g e s  f o r  s o m e  o f  t h e  
c h a r a c te r is t ic  g r o u p s  l i k e  O c c u p a t io n  a n d  B a c k g r o u n d  m a y  b e  g r e a te r  t h a n  1 0 0 %  a s  s o m e  la n d o w n e r s  
h a v e  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  j o b  a n d  m a y  h a v e  g r o w n  u p  in  m o r e  th a n  o n e  s e t t in g .
Ave.%Strongly Ave.%Agree Ave.% Ave.% Ave.%Strongly
Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree
Number of Responses 12 24 4 4 0
Land Holding Size
Small 1000 16.7% 16.7% 25.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Med1000-5000 41.7% 54.2% 25.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Large5000+ 41.7% 29.2% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Occupation
Ranching 75.0% 95.8% 100.0% 75.0% 0.0%
Laborer 16.7% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Professional 25.0% 8.3% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0%
Educator 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Officer worker 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Service Sector 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Business owner 16.7% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Outfitter 8.3% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Occupation
Rural 83.3% 91.7% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Urban 25.0% 12.5% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Suburban 8.3% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Age 4.25 4.75 5.25 5.5 0
Sex 1.333333 1.125 1 1.25 0
Min. Mng. Wildlife 5 4 3 2 0
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Appendix H Cross Tabulation Analysis on Likert Scaled Attitudinal Statement 
Regarding Willingness to Change Grazing Patterns T h e  f o l l o w i n g  ta b le  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  
r e s p o n s e s  to  t h e  q u e s t io n ,  “I f  y o u  c o u ld  c h o o s e  t h e  c o n d i t io n s ,  h o w  w i l l i n g  w o u l d  y o u  b e  to  c h a n g e  
g r a z in g  p a t t e r n s  f o r  t h e  b e n e f i t  o f  w i ld l i f e ? ” T h o s e  a n s w e r s  h a v e  b e e n  c r o s s  t a b u la t e d  b y  d e m o g r a p h ic  
d e s c r ip to r s  l i k e  L a n d  H o l d i n g  S i z e  a n d  O c c u p a t io n .  P e r c e n ta g e s  f o r  s o m e  o f  t h e  c h a r a c te r i s t i c  g r o u p s  
l i k e  O c c u p a t io n  a n d  B a c k g r o u n d  m a y  b e  g r e a te r  t h a n  1 0 0 %  a s  s o m e  la n d o w n e r s  h a v e  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  
j o b  a n d  m a y  h a v e  g r o w n  u p  in  m o r e  th a n  o n e  se t t in g .
N.A Ave.%Strongly Ave.% Ave.% Ave.% Ave.% Strongly
Willing Willing Uncertain Unwilling Unwilling
Number of Responses 6 2 18 4 12 2
Land Holding Size
Small 1000 0.0% 16.7% 25.0% 16.7% 50.0%
Med1000-5000 50.0% 44.4% 50.0% 58.3% 0.0%
Large5000+ 50.0% 38.9% 25.0% 25.0% 50.0%
Occupation
Ranching 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Laborer 50.0% 11.1% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Professional 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 50.0%
Educator 0.0% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Officer worker 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Service Sector 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Business owner 0.0% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Outfitter 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 8.3% 0.0%
Background
Rural 50.0% 94.4% 100.0% 91.7% 100.0%
Urban 50.0% 16.7% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0%
Suburban 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Age 3.5 4.11111 4.75 5.333333 5.5
Sex 1 1.11111 1 1.25 1
Grazing Patterns 5 4 3 2 1
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Appendix I Cross Tabulation Analysis on Likert Scaled Attitudinal Statement 
Regarding Willingness to Not Engage in Clear-Cutting T h e  f o l l o w i n g  ta b le  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  
r e s p o n s e s  to  t h e  q u e s t io n , “U n d e r  t h e  a p p r o p r ia te  c o n d i t i o n s  w o u l d  y o u  b e  w i l l i n g  to  e n te r  in to  a  
v o lu n ta r y  a g r e e m e n t  w i th  t h e  f e d e r a l  g o v e r n m e n t  u n d e r  w h ic h  y o u  w o u l d  n o t  e n g a g e  in  c le a r -  
c u t t i n g ? ” T h o s e  a n s w e r s  h a v e  b e e n  c r o s s  ta b u la t e d  b y  d e m o g r a p h ic  d e s c r ip to r s  l i k e  L a n d  H o l d i n g  S i z e  
a n d  O c c u p a t io n .  P e r c e n ta g e s  f o r  s o m e  o f  t h e  c h a r a c te r i s t ic  g r o u p s  l i k e  O c c u p a t io n  a n d  B a c k g r o u n d  
m a y  b e  g r e a te r  t h a n  1 0 0 %  a s  s o m e  la n d o w n e r s  h a v e  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  j o b  a n d  m a y  h a v e  g r o w n  u p  in  
m o r e  th a n  o n e  s e t t in g .
NA Ave.%Strongly Ave.% Ave.% Ave.% Ave.%Strongly
Willing Willing Uncertain Unwilling Unwilling
Number of Responses 4 3 18 4 13 2
Land Holding Size
Small 1000 0.0% 11.1% 25.0% 7.7% 100.0%
Med1000-5000 66.7% 55.6% 50.0% 53.8% 0.0%
Large5000+ 33.3% 33.3% 25.0% 38.5% 0.0%
Occupation
Ranching 66.7% 77.8% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Laborer 33.3% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Professional 0.0% 22.2% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Educator 0.0% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Officer worker 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Service Sector 0.0% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Business owner 33.3% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Outfitter 0.0% 5.6% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Background
Rural 33.3% 88.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Urban 66.7% 16.7% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Suburban 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Age 4.333333 4.38888 4.75 5.307692 5
Sex 1 1.27777 1.25 1.153846 1
Vol. Not Clear-Cut 5 4 3 2 1
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Appendix J Cross Tabulation Analysis on Likert Scaled Attitudinal Statement 
Regarding Willingness to Not Engage in Housing Development T h e  f o l l o w i n g  ta b le  
r e p r e s e n ts  t h e  r e s p o n s e s  to  t h e  q u e s t io n , “U n d e r  t h e  a p p r o p r ia te  c o n d i t i o n s  w o u l d  y o u  b e  w i l l i n g  to  
e n te r  in to  a  v o lu n ta r y  a g r e e m e n t  w i th  t h e  f e d e r a l  g o v e r n m e n t  u n d e r  w h ic h  y o u  w o u l d  n o t  e n g a g e  in  
h o u s i n g  d e v e lo p m e n t? ” T h o s e  a n s w e r s  h a v e  b e e n  c r o s s  ta b u la t e d  b y  d e m o g r a p h ic  d e s c r ip to r s  l ik e  
L a n d  H o l d i n g  S i z e  a n d  O c c u p a t io n .  P e r c e n ta g e s  f o r  s o m e  o f  t h e  c h a r a c te r i s t i c  g r o u p s  l i k e  O c c u p a t io n  
a n d  B a c k g r o u n d  m a y  b e  g r e a te r  t h a n  1 0 0 %  a s  s o m e  la n d o w n e r s  h a v e  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  j o b  a n d  m a y  h a v e  
g r o w n  u p  in  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  s e t t in g .
Ave.%Strongly Ave.% Ave.% Ave.% Ave.%Strongly
Willing Willing Uncertain Unwilling Unwilling
Number of Responses 4 18 4 16 2
Land Holding Size
Small 1000 25.0% 11.1% 50.0% 18.8% 50.0%
Med1000-5000 50.0% 50.0% 25.0% 50.0% 50.0%
Large5000+ 25.0% 38.9% 25.0% 31.3% 0.0%
Occupation
Ranching 75.0% 83.3% 75.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Laborer 50.0% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Professional 0.0% 22.2% 0.0% 12.5% 50.0%
Educator 0.0% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Officer worker 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Service Sector 0.0% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% ' 0.0%
Business owner 25.0% 0.0% 25.0% 6.3% 0.0%
Outfitter 0.0% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0%
Background
Rural 75.0% 83.3% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Urban 25.0% 22.2% 25.0% 6.3% 0.0%
Suburban 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Age 3.75 4.56 4.75 5.13 5.00
Sex 1 1.27777 1 1.125 1.5
Vol. Not House Dev. 5 4 3 2 1
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